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Commentor No. 1898:  Daniel Anthony Herrera Response to Commentor No. 1898

1898-1

1898-2

1898-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1898-2: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with each of a range of reasonable alternatives
(including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems.  The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated each alternative analyzed and  with
restarting FFTF would be small. As stated in Appendix H of the EIS,
other human health impacts (non-fatal cancers and genetic mutations)
occur with a lower frequency for the same level of exposure to low levels
of radiation.  Since the most likely impact on the population from all of
the alternatives is no additional fatalities, it follows that the expected
result for these other health impacts is no additional impact.
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Commentor No. 1899:  Jeanine Response to Commentor No. 1899

1899-1

1899-2

1899-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1899-2: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with a range of reasonable alternatives (including
the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical uses,
research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope power
systems. The methodology used is intended to provide realistic results
based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low doses of
radiation.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of
potential health impacts that would be expected to result from
implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
As stated in Appendix H of the PEIS, other human health impacts
(non-fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with a lower frequency for
the same level of exposure to low levels of radiation.  Since the most likely
impact on the population from all of the alternatives is no additional
fatalities, it follows that the expected result for these other health impacts
is no additional impact.
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Commentor No. 1900:  G. Andre Wade, II Response to Commentor No. 1900

1900-1

1900-2

1900-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1900-2: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with a range of reasonable alternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems.  The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
As stated in Appendix H of the PEIS, other human health impacts
(non-fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with a lower frequency for
the same level of exposure to low levels of radiation. Since the most likely
impact on the population from all of the alternatives is no additional
fatalities, it follows that the expected result for these other health impacts
is no additional impact.
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Commentor No. 1901:  Stephanie Rankin Response to Commentor No. 1901

1901-1

1901-2

1901-3

1901-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1901-2: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with each of a range of reasonable alternatives
(including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope power
systems.  The methodology used is intended to provide realistic results based
upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low doses of radiation.
Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential
health impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF), including  normal operations
and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.  The
environmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological risks
associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

The NI PEIS identifies  (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered species
that live on or near all of the candidate  sites, as well as aquatic and
wetlands areas that may be impacted by operations at candidate locations.
According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
publication (IAEA Technical Report Series No. 332, Effects of Ionizing
Radiation on Plants and Animals at Levels Implied by Current Radiation
Protection Standards), a dose rate of 100 millirem per year to the most
exposed human will lead to dose rates to plants and animals of less than
0.1 rad per day.  The IAEA concluded that a dose rate of 0.1 rad per day
or less for animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect
these populations.  The largest individual dose for any of the nuclear
infrastructures alternatives under normal operations would be less than
0.1 millirem, which is three orders of magnitude less than the IAEA
threshold for adverse effects.  Therefore, implementation of any of the
range of reasonable nuclear infrastructure alternatives analyzed would
not be expected to result in adverse impacts on plants and animals living
in potentially affected areas around the candidate sites.

Worker safety (radiological protection) is a key element of DOE’s
Radiological Health and Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1, April 26, 1996).  This
policy states in part that DOE facilities must “conduct radiological operations
in a manner that controls the spread of radioactive materials and reduces
exposure to the workforce and the general public and that utilizes a process
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that seeks exposure levels as low as reasonably achievable.”  Each DOE
site, including Hanford, is required to implement a radiological control
program with the intent to meet this policy goal.  Based on the assessment
of worker health impacts for all of the alternatives and options that make
use of Hanford facilities, the most likely impact of the use of these facilities
is no increase in cancer fatalities among the facility workers.  For example
in Alternative 1 option 3, all of the activities target irradiation and
processing) occur at Hanford facilities.  As shown in Section 4.3.3.1.9, the
expected consequences are less than one additional fatal cancer among the
workforce; that is, no additional fatal cancers are expected.

1901-3: No food or water restrictions are in place outside the Hanford
Reservation as a result of Hanford activities.

DOE worker and public health and safety are of paramount and primary
importance to the Department.  There have been no serious safety
related accidents causing significant injury or harm to workers, or posing
any threat or harm to the offsite public at FFTF during its lifetime.  The
environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF are
addressed in detail in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 of the NI PEIS.  The
impacts are shown to be small. These impacts specifically include the
risks to human health during normal operations and associated with
postulated accidents. Over the 35-year operational period no fatalities
would be expected among workers or in the general public in the vicinity
of Hanford or at distant locations.

Commentor No. 1901:  Stephanie Rankin (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1901
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Commentor No. 1902:  Anonymous Response to Commentor No. 1902

1902-1

1902-2

1902-3

1902-4

1902-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1902-2: DOE notes the concern expressed in the comment on the potential health
and environmental impacts of FFTF startup.  All air emissions and
wastewater discharges would be in accordance with applicable permit
and regulatory requirements.  The releases of air pollutants and
contaminated liquid are addressed in Section 4.3 of the NI  PEIS.  The
release of air pollutants would result in concentrations well below Federal
and state air standards (Table 4-13).  The release of radioactivity and
hazardous chemicals into the atmosphere would have a negligible effect
on human health (Tables 4-17 and 4-19, respectively).  There would be
no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality (Section
4.3.1.1.4).  All impacts on ecological resources, including animals and fish,
associated with operation of the FFTF would be small (Section 4.3.1.1.6).

It is concluded that operation of the FFTF would have small adverse
effects on the environment.

1902-3: DOE notes the commentor's views.  Consistent with its mandates under
the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and enhance its
infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary needs:

1) to support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of
experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing
a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel source that is
required for deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long-term,
assured supply; and

3) to support civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable
component of the United States' energy portfolio.  Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 was revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed
action.
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1902-4: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with a range of reasonable alternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems.  The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
As stated in Appendix H of the PEIS, other human health impacts
(non-fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with a lower frequency for
the same level of exposure to low levels of radiation.  Since the most likely
impact on the population from all of the alternatives is no additional
fatalities, it follows that the expected result for these other health impacts
is no additional impact.

Commentor No. 1902:  Anonymous (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1902
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Commentor No. 1903:  Carl Guinn, Jr. Response to Commentor No. 1903

1903-1

1903-2

1903-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1903-2: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with a range of reasonable alternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems. The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
As stated in Appendix H of the PEIS, other human health impacts (non
fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with a lower frequency for the
same level of exposure to low levels of radiation. Since the most likely
impact on the population from all of the alternatives is no additional
fatalities, it follows that the expected result for these other health impacts
is no additional impact.

The PEIS identifies  (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered species that
live on or near all of the proposed sites, as well as aquatic and wetlands
areas that may be impacted by operations at all of the proposed locations.
 According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
publication (IAEA 1992), a dose rate of 100 millirem per year to the most
exposed human will lead to dose rates to plants and animals of less than
0.1 rad per day. The IAEA concluded that a dose rate of 0.1 rad per day
or less for animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect
these populations. The largest individual dose for any of the alternatives
evaluated is below 0.1 millirem, three orders of magnitude less than the
IAEA identified threshold level. This is well below the IAEA benchmark.
Therefore, all of the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed would
have no effect on the plants and animals around the proposed sites.
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Commentor No. 1904:  Ian Albers Response to Commentor No. 1904

1904-1

1904-2

1904-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1904-2: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with a range of reasonable alternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems.  The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
As stated in Appendix H of the EIS, other human health impacts (non
fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with a lower frequency for the
same level of exposure to low levels of radiation.  Since the most likely
impact on the population from all of the alternatives is no additional
fatalities, it follows that the expected result for these other health impacts
is no additional impact.

The PEIS identifies  (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered species that
live on or near all of the proposed sites, as well as aquatic and wetlands
areas that may be impacted by operations at all of the proposed locations.
 According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
publication (IAEA 1992), a dose rate of 100 millirem per year to the most
exposed human will lead to dose rates to plants and animals of less than
0.1 rad per day.  The IAEA concluded that a dose rate of 0.1 rad per day
or less for animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect
these populations.  The largest individual dose for any of the alternatives
evaluated is below 0.1 millirem, three orders of magnitude less than the
IAEA identified threshold level.  This is well below the IAEA benchmark.
All  impacts to human health and to the ecological resources would be
small in the immediate area of Hanford and negligible at all distant sites.
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Commentor No. 1905:  Raeleen Rambeau Response to Commentor No. 1905

1905-1

1905-2

1905-1

1905-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1905-2: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with each of  a range of reasonable alternatives
(including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems. The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
As stated in Appendix H of the PEIS, other human health impacts
(non-fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with a lower frequency for
the same level of exposure to low levels of radiation. Since the most likely
impact on the population from all of the alternatives is no additional
fatalities, it follows that the expected result for these other health impacts
is no additional impact.
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Commentor No. 1906:  J. Sanders Response to Commentor No. 1906

1906-1

1906-2

1906-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1906-2: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with a range of reasonable alternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems.  The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
As stated in Appendix H of the EIS, other human health impacts (non
fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with a lower frequency for the
same level of exposure to low levels of radiation.  Since the most likely
impact on the population from all of the alternatives is no additional
fatalities, it follows that the expected result for these other health impacts
is no additional impact.

The PEIS identifies  (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered species that
live on or near all of the proposed sites, as well as aquatic and wetlands
areas that may be impacted by operations at all of the proposed locations.
According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
publication (IAEA 1992), a dose rate of 100 millirem per year to the most
exposed human will lead to dose rates to plants and animals of less than
0.1 rad per day. The IAEA concluded that a dose rate of 0.1 rad per day
or less for animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect
these populations. The largest individual dose for any of the alternatives
evaluated is below 0.1 millirem, three orders of magnitude less than the
IAEA identified threshold level. This is well below the IAEA benchmark.
Therefore, all of the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed would
have no effect on the plants and animals around the proposed sites.
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Commentor No. 1907:  Joel R. Morsette Response to Commentor No. 1907

1907-1

1907-2

1907-3

1907-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1907-2: DOE notes the commentor's viewpoint. DOE is very concerned about
the health and safety of the public and its workers. The NI PEIS
provides an estimate of the incremental potential human health impacts
associated with each of the alternatives proposed for the production of
isotopes for medical uses, research and development, and as heat sources
for radioisotope power systems. The methodology used is intended to
provide realistic results based upon our current knowledge of the health
impact of low doses of radiation. The radiological risk has been
determined to be low.  In all cases, the analysis shows that the most likely
impacts from the proposed actions are no additional cancer fatalities
among the population surrounding the irradiation and processing facilities.
See Chapter 4 and summary tables in Chapter 2 for the analysis results.

1907-3: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with a range of reasonable alternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems. The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents. The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
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Commentor No. 1908:  Shelly Response to Commentor No. 1908

1908-1

1908-2

1908-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1908-2: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to the restart of FFTF. This NI
PEIS provides an estimate of the incremental potential human health
impacts associated with each of the alternatives proposed (including the
restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical uses, research
and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope power systems.
The methodology used is intended to provide realistic results based upon
our current knowledge of the health impact of low doses of radiation.
Over the 35-year operational period no fatalities would be expected
among workers or in the general public in the vicinity of Hanford or at
distant locations. [See for example Tables 4-17, 4-30, 4-41 etc. in
chapter 4 and the summary Tables in Volume 1, Chapter 2 of the
NI PEIS.]

The NI PEIS identifies (in Volume 1, Chapter 3) endangered species
that live on or near all of the candidate sites, as well as aquatic and
wetlands areas that may be impacted by operations at candidate locations.
According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
publication (IAEA Technical Report Series No. 332, Effects of Ionizing
Radiation on Plants and Animals at Levels Implied by Current Radiation
Protection Standards), a dose rate of 100 millirem per year to the most
exposed human will lead to dose rates to plants and animals of less than
0.1 rad per day. The IAEA concluded that a dose rate of 0.1 rad per day
or less for animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect
these populations. The largest individual dose for any of the nuclear
infrastructures alternatives under normal operations would be less than
0.1 millirem, which is three orders of magnitude less than the IAEA
threshold for adverse effects. Therefore, implementation of the nuclear
infrastructure alternatives would not be expected to result in adverse
impacts on plants and animals living in potentially affected areas around
the candidate sites.

Worker safety (radiological protection) is a key element of the DOE's
Radiological Health and Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1, April 26, 1996). This
policy states in part that DOE facilities must “conduct radiological operations
in a manner that controls the spread of radioactive materials and reduces
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Commentor No. 1908:  Shelly (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1908

exposure to the workforce and the general public and that utilizes a process
that seeks exposure levels as low as reasonably achievable.” Each DOE
site, including Hanford, is required to implement a radiological control
program with the intent to meet this policy goal.  Based on the assessment
of worker health impacts for all of the alternatives and options that make
use of Hanford facilities, the most likely impact of the use of these facilities
is no increase in cancer fatalities among the facility workers. For example
in Alternative 1 option 3, all of the activities target irradiation and
processing) occur at Hanford facilities. As shown in Table 4-42, the
expected consequences are less than one additional fatal cancer among the
workforce; that is, no additional fatal cancers are expected.
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Commentor No. 1909:  Chairish Thomas Response to Commentor No. 1909

1909-1

1909-2

1909-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1909-2: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with a range of reasonable alternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems.  The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

The PEIS identifies (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered species that
live on or near all of the proposed sites, as well as aquatic and wetlands
areas that may be impacted by operations at all of the proposed locations.
According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
publication (IAEA 1992), a dose rate of 100 millirem per year to the most
exposed human will lead to dose rates to plants and animals of less than
0.1 rad per day.  The IAEA concluded that a dose rate of 0.1 rad per day
or less for animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect
these populations.  The largest individual dose for any of the alternatives
evaluated is below 0.1 millirem, three orders of magnitude less than the
IAEA identified threshold level.  This is well below the IAEA benchmark.
Therefore, all of the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed would
have no effect on the plants and animals around the proposed sites.
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Commentor No. 1910:  Jennifer Madewell Response to Commentor No. 1910

1910-1

1910-2

1910-1

1910-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1910-2: The commentor's position regarding restart of FFTF is noted.  This PEIS
has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human health
impacts associated with a range of reasonable alternatives, including the
restart of FFTF, for the production of isotopes for medical uses, research
and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope power systems.
The methodology used is intended to provide realistic results based upon
our current knowledge of the health impact of low doses of radiation.
Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential
health impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF), including  normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
The environmental analysis showed that radiological and nonradiological
risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.  As stated in
Appendix H of the EIS, other human health impacts (non-fatal cancers
and genetic mutations) occur with a lower frequency for the same level
of exposure to low levels of radiation.  Since the most likely impact on the
population from all of the alternatives is no additional fatalities, it follows
that the expected result for these other health impacts is no additional
impact.



C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

2-1675

Commentor No. 1911:  Kayla Grow Response to Commentor No. 1911

1911-1

1911-2

1911-1: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with a range of reasonable alternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems.  The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks (including the risks to children) associated with
restarting FFTF would be small. As stated in Appendix H of the EIS,
other human health impacts (non-fatal cancers and genetic mutations)
occur with a lower frequency for the same level of exposure to low levels
of radiation.  Since the most likely impact on the population from all of
the alternatives is no additional fatalities, it follows that the expected
result for these other health impacts is no additional impact.

1911-2: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.



2-1676

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent and

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 1912:  Ann Sanders/Lewis W. Cornwell Response to Commentor No. 1912

1912-1

1912-2

1912-3

1912-4

1912-5

1912-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

1912-2: DOE notes the commentor's concerns about  bringing radioactive fuel
into the state.  Use of the FFTF to support the proposed action would
require, after onsite fuel was spent (approximately 6 years of operation),
domestic highly enriched uranium fuel or foreign mixed-oxide fuel to be
transported to Hanford.  However, the radioactivity of this incoming fuel
is relatively low.  The potential impacts associated with transportation
activities to support the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 4,
Volume 1 and Appendix J, Volume 2 of the NI PEIS.

1912-3: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding wastes.  The NI PEIS
addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage, and
disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for all alternatives
and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at each of the
proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be implemented
for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The waste
generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be
managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

1912-4: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

1912-5: No radioactive materials were “released” in the Hanford Wildfires of
2000.  Wildfires did resuspend some materials already in the environment.
The resuspended materials were low, slightly above natural background
levels.  The  low levels required several days of analysis to quantify.
Very low, environmental levels are not detectable with real-time
measurement techniques.  Monitoring results were reported to the public
as they became available.



C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

2-1677

Commentor No. 1913:  Barbara Z. Rogers Response to Commentor No. 1913

1913-1 1913-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1914:  J. M. Fritzman
Lewis and Clark College

Response to Commentor No. 1914

1914-1

1914-2

1914-3

1914-4

1914-5

1914-3

1914-1
1914-2

1914-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

1914-2: See response to comment 1914-1.

1914-3: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to restarting FFTF for expanding
its existing nuclear facility infrastructure.  DOE has sought independent
analysis of trends in the use of medical isotopes, and of its continuing role
in this sector, consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.
In doing so, it established two expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the
NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert Panel, which convened to forecast future
demand for medical isotopes, estimated that the expected growth rate of
medical isotope use during the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14
percent per year for therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year
for diagnostic applications.  These findings were later reviewed and
endorsed by NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert,
objective advice regarding the future form of its isotope research and
production activities.  DOE has adopted these growth projections as a
planning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period
since the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical
isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information
and to clarify DOE's role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial
isotope production needs.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions. Although research to identify other potential fuel sources
to support these space exploration missions has been conducted, no viable



C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

2-1679

alternative to using plutonium-238 has been established.  Based on NASA
guidance to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power systems for
upcoming space missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238
inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005.  Without an assured
domestic supply of plutonium-238, DOE's ability to support future
NASA space exploration missions may be lost.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1
was revised to further clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a
domestic plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space
exploration missions.

In January 1997, President Clinton tasked his Committee of Advisors on
Science and Technology (PCAST) to evaluate the current national
energy research and development portfolio and to provide a strategy that
ensures the United States has a program to address the Nation's energy
and environmental needs for the next century.  In its November 1997
report responding to this request, the PCAST Energy Research and
Development Panel determined that restoring a viable nuclear energy
option to help meet our future energy needs is important and that a
properly focused research and development effort to address the potential
long-term barriers to expanded use of nuclear power (e.g., nuclear waste,
proliferation, safety, and economics) was appropriate.  The PCAST panel
further recommended that DOE reinvigorate its nuclear energy research
and development activities to address these potential barriers.  Section
1.2.3 provides information on the nuclear energy research and
development mission.

The Fast Flux Test Facility was not designed to be a breeder reactor.  It
was originally intended to support production of nuclear fuel for use in
breeder reactors; however, it will not be used for this purpose, if restarted.
There is no breeder reactor program in the United States at this time.

1914-4: The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF and
support facilities at Hanford during normal operations and from postulated
accidents are presented and discussed in Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS.  All
impacts to human health and to ecological resources would be small in the
immediate area of the Hanford site and negligible at all distant locations.

1914-5: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding wastes.  The NI PEIS
addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment, storage, and
disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for all alternatives
and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at each of the

Commentor No. 1914:  J. M. Fritzman (Cont’d)
Lewis and Clark College

Response to Commentor No. 1914
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Commentor No. 1914:  J. M. Fritzman (Cont’d)
Lewis and Clark College

Response to Commentor No. 1914

proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be implemented
for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The waste
generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be
managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state
laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Commentor No. 1915:  William A. Rottschaefer
Lewis and Clark College

Response to Commentor No. 1915

1915-1

1915-2

1915-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

1915-2: See response to comment 1915-1.
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Commentor No. 1916:  Susan Kay Donaldson Response to Commentor No. 1916

1916-1
1916-2

1916-3

1916-1 1916-4

1916-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

1916-2: This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with a range of reasonable alternatives
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems.  The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.
As stated in Appendix H of the EIS, other human health impacts (non
fatal cancers and genetic mutations) occur with a lower frequency for the
same level of exposure to low levels of radiation.  Since the most likely
impact on the population from all of the alternatives is no additional
fatalities, it follows that the expected result for these other health impacts
is no additional impact.

The PEIS identifies  (in Chapter 3 of Volume 1) endangered species that
live on or near all of the proposed sites, as well as aquatic and wetlands
areas that may be impacted by operations at all of the proposed locations.
According to an International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) publication
(IAEA 1992), a dose rate of 100 millirem per year to the most exposed
human will lead to dose rates to plants and animals of less than 0.1 rad per
day.  The IAEA concluded that a dose rate of 0.1 rad per day or less for
animals and 1 rad per day or less for plants would not affect these
populations.  The largest individual dose for any of the alternatives evaluated
is below 0.1 millirem, three orders of magnitude less than the IAEA
identified threshold level.  This is well below the IAEA benchmark.
Therefore, all of the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed would have
no effect on the plants and animals around the proposed sites.

Chapter 4 of Volume 1 of the PEIS provides a comprehensive assessment
of the environmental consequences of each of the proposed alternatives.
(The results of these assessments are also summarized in Chapter 2.)
These analyses include assessments of the impacts on land resources,
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Commentor No. 1916:  Susan Kay Donaldson (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1916

water resources, air quality, geology and soils (in addition to the human
health impacts discussed in the preceding paragraph).  For the alternatives
that consider the use of facilities at Hanford, the environmental impact on
all of these resources is negligible.

1916-3: The commentor's positions on nuclear waste are noted.  The missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 are unrelated to the national
defense and none are concerned with the production of nuclear weapons.
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g. 4.3.1.1.13, 4.3.2.1.13, 4.3.3.1.13) describes
the generation and disposition of nuclear waste that would occur under
implementation of the alternatives described in Section 2.5 of Volume 1.

1916-4: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.
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Commentor No. 1917:  E. Benoth Response to Commentor No. 1917

1917-1

1917-2

1917-3

1917-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

1917-2: See response to comment 1917-1.

1917-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.

DOE worker and public health and safety are of paramount and primary
importance to the Department.

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF and
support facilities at Hanford during normal operations and from
postulated accidents are presented and discussed in Section 4.3 of
Volume 1 of the NI PEIS.  All impacts to human health and to ecological
resources would be small in the immediate area of the Hanford Site and
negligible at  all distant locations.
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Commentor No. 1918:  Barbara A. Scott Response to Commentor No. 1918

1918-1

1918-2

1918-3

1918-1

1918-1: DOE notes the commentor's concern for NASA's use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of alternative
energy sources for space missions, although issues such as NASA
research priorities are beyond the scope of this PEIS.  Through a
Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope
power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space
missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  These
radioisotope power systems have been used for almost 40 years, and have
repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and reliability in
various NASA space missions.  NASA establishes the need and
requirements for space missions and undergoes a thorough NEPA
evaluation for each launch.

1918-2: Worker safety (radiological protection) is a key element of the DOE’s
Radiological Health and Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1, April 26 1996) This
policy states in part that DOE facilities must “conduct radiological operations
in a manner that controls the spread of radioactive materials and reduces
exposure to the workforce and the general public and that utilizes a process
that seeks exposure levels as low as reasonably achievable.”  Each DOE
site, including Hanford, is required to implement a radiological control
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Commentor No. 1918:  Barbara A. Scott (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1918

program with the intent to meet this policy goal.  Based on the assessment
of worker health impacts for the range of reasonable alternatives and
options that make use of Hanford facilities, the most likely impact of the use
of these facilities is no increase in cancer fatalities among the facility
workers.  For example in Alternative 1 option 3, all of the activities (target
irradiation and processing) occur at Hanford facilities.  As shown in Section
4.3.3.1.9 the expected consequences are less than one additional fatal
cancer among the workforce; that is, no additional fatal cancers are
expected.

This PEIS has provided an estimate of the incremental potential human
health impacts associated with each of the alternatives proposed
including the restart of FFTF) for the production of isotopes for medical
uses, research and development, and as heat sources for radioisotope
power systems.  The methodology used is intended to provide realistic
results based upon our current knowledge of the health impact of low
doses of radiation. Section 4.3 of Volume 1 provides the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected to result
from implementation of Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF),
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

1918-3: DOE notes the commentor's concern regarding the cost of expanded
plutonium-238 production.  However, the costs of proposed actions are
not required by NEPA and CEQ regulations to be included in a PEIS.
DOE prepared a separate Cost Report to provide additional pertinent
information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an informed
decision with respect to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 1919:  David B. Robbins Response to Commentor No. 1919

1919-1

1919-2

1919-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

1919-2: DOE notes the commentor’s views regarding anti-nuclear groups and
appreciation for DOE’s conduct at the Seattle, Washington public hearing.
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Commentor No. 1920:  Barbara A. Walton Response to Commentor No. 1920

1920-1

1920-2

1920-3

1920-1: DOE notes the commentor's views.  Consistent with its mandates under
the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks to maintain and enhance its
infrastructure for the purposes of addressing three primary needs:

1) to support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of
experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing
a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel source that is
required for deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long-term,
assured supply; and

3) to support civilian nuclear research and development needs in order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable
component of the United States' energy portfolio.  Section 1.2 of Volume 1
was revised to clarify the purpose and need of the proposed action.

While some existing reactors, such as ATR at INEEL and HFIR at
ORNL, may possess the potential capability or capacity to support
medical and industrial isotope production and/or nuclear research and
development missions, it is unlikely that reliable, increased support of
these missions to the extent needed to fulfill projected needs could be
accomplished without disturbing the existing missions of these facilities.
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Commentor No. 1920:  Barbara A. Walton (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1920

1920-4

1920-5

1920-2: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 2, Use Only Existing
Operational Facilities with the upgrade of HFIR and ATR, for the near term
and Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor, for the long term and
her opposition to all other alternatives, including the No Action Alternative.

1920-3: See response to comment 1920-2.

1920-4: The table is being changed to reflect the commentor's observations.

The commentor's concern regarding the cumulative impacts at ORR and
INEEL is noted.  However, as stated in Section 4.8.5 and 4.8.6 of the NI
PEIS, site specific cumulative analyses would be prepared for Alternative
3 (New Accelerator(s) and Support Facility) or Alternative 4 (New
Reactor and Support Facility) only if either of these alternatives were
selected for implementation. Prior to those analyses, however, siting
studies would be prepared to identify the preferable locations for the
various facilities.  The specific locations so identified would affect the
magnitude of impacts associated with their operations.  Only then could
assessments be performed that would be of comparable accuracy to
those presented in the PEIS for the existing facilities at Oak Ridge and
INEEL.

In addition to the above, the cumulative impacts presented in Section 4.8
are based on the impacts that have been evaluated earlier in Chapter 4, to
which are added existing site impacts and impacts from reasonably
foreseeable actions.  However, for Oak Ridge and INEEL,  impacts
associated with the production of medical and industrial isotopes and with
research and development activities have not been evaluated in the earlier
Chapter 4 sections because the action alternatives assessed (Alternatives 1
through 4) call only for plutonium-238 production at those sites.

1920-5: DOE notes the commentor's views.  As discussed in Volume 1, Section
1.7 of the NI PEIS, the “Final Environmental Impact Statement, Medical
Isotopes Production Project: Molybdenum-99 and Related Isotopes”
analyzed the proposed establishment of a domestic capability to produce
molybdenum-99 and related medical isotopes such as iodine-131,
xenon-133, and iodine-125.  At the time this review was conducted, the
U.S. supply of molybdenum-99 depended on the production capacity of
one aging reactor in Canada, so DOE proposed this action to ensure a
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reliable domestic source for this vital isotope. The range of reasonable
alternatives evaluated in this EIS included facilities at SNL, LANL,
ORNL, and INEEL. In the subsequent Record of Decision, DOE
selected the ACRR and the Hot Cell Facility at SNL for the production of
molybdenum-99 and the related isotopes, with target fabrication to be
conducted at LANL.  However, since that time, the diversity and
reliability of world supply of molybdenum-99 have increased. DOE has
determined that, because the vulnerability in supplies of molybdenum-99
has sufficiently diminished, the selected SNL facilities should be further
developed for molybdenum-99 production using private funds.
Negotiations toward that end are ongoing.  Until an agreement is reached,
the reactor and hot cell facilities are available for emergency
molybdenum-99 production should the need arise.  The reactor is also
being used for the production of other isotopes, for example iodine-125,
and has been made available on a services basis to serve defense
missions.  As such, the ACRR is currently configured to support DOE
Office of Defense Programs pulse testing missions.  This configuration is
compatible with reactor operations for the production of some isotopes.

Commentor No. 1920:  Barbara A. Walton (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1920
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Commentor No. 1921:  Gary Bickett Response to Commentor No. 1921

1921-1

1921-2

1921-3

1921-4

1921-5

1921-6

1921-7

1921-1: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

1921-2: The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, Canada only supplies a limited number of economically
attractive commercial isotopes (primarily Molybdenum-99), and it does
not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial
isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  Further, supplies of many research
isotopes are not readily available from existing foreign or domestic
sources, causing a number of medical research programs to be terminated,
deferred, or seriously delayed.  As such, reliance on these other sources
of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S. isotope needs would not meet DOE's
mission requirements.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been revised to
clarify DOE's isotope production role and other producers’ capabilities to
fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasons and concern of nuclear nonproliferation, DOE's
preference is to establish a domestic plutonium-238 production capability.
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the purpose and
need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238 production capability to
support NASA space exploration missions

1921-3: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are high priority
to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.  The DOE missions
delineated in the NI PEIS would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup
activities.

The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF are
addressed in  Section 4.3 of Volume 1 of the NI PEIS.  The impacts are
shown to be small. These impacts specifically include the risks to human
health during normal operations and associated with postulated accidents.
Over the 35-year operational period no fatalities would be expected
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among workers or in the general public in the vicinity of Hanford or at
distant locations.

Steady and consistent progress in restoring the Hanford Site is
documented in annual reports.  These are available at www.hanford.gov.

1921-4:  DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear
infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds
designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous
wastes,  This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  High-level radioactive waste
would not be generated from merely operating FFTF.  It is DOE's policy
that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe
and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE
orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.

1921-5: DOE notes the commentor's interest in alternative energy sources.  It is
the current United States policy  that clean, safe, reliable nuclear power
continue as a viable component of the United States’ energy portfolio.  In
recognition of this need, the government has initiated nuclear energy

Commentor No. 1921:  Gary Bickett (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1921
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research and development programs to address potential long-term
barriers to expanded use of nuclear power (e.g., nuclear waste,
proliferation, safety, and economics) and to ensure that current nuclear
power plants can continue to deliver adequate and affordable energy
supplies.  An enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructure is required to
support such nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications.

1921-6: DOE notes the commentor's concern.

1921-7: See response to comment 1921-1.

Commentor No. 1921:  Gary Bickett (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 1921
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Commentor No. 1922:  Former Members of Congress;
Honorable Sid Morrison/Honorable Mike McCormack

Response to Commentor No. 1922

1922-1 1922-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1923:  Robert G. Graves
Benton PUD

Response to Commentor No. 1923

1923-1 1923-1: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 1924:  Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper

Response to Commentor No. 1924

1924-1

1924-2

1924-3

1924-4

1924-1: In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE has carefully considered and
responded to all comments received from the public during the comment
period, regardless of how or where they were received.  All pertinent
information and public input will be provided to the Secretary so that he
may make an informed and unbiased decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in this NI PEIS.

1924-2: Opportunities for public involvement in the NEPA process occur during
the scoping process and the Draft PEIS public comment period in
accordance with requirements and guidelines of CEQ and DOE
regulations.  As stated in Section N.1, one of six major purposes of the
scoping process includes “… obtaining input from the public and other
concerned entities on significant issues that should be evaluated” in the
PEIS.  Towards this end, all comments received were compiled and
grouped in the NI PEIS comment tracking system to determine the major
issues and public concerns to be addressed in the NI PEIS.  Section 1.4
identifies the issues raised during the scoping process.  Any numerical
compilation of comments was done only for the purpose of determining
the significant issues, whether expressed by individuals, organizations or
public officials.

Comments received during the Draft NI PEIS public comment period
were carefully reviewed and served as a basis for revisions to the Draft
NI PEIS which appear in the Final NI PEIS and identified therein with a
vertical bar in the right hand margin of the page.  Volume 3 of the Final
NI PEIS, referred to as the comment response document, contains a
verbatim compilation of all comments received on the Draft NI PEIS
along with DOE’s response to each comment which will be used along
with other factors by the Secretary of Energy as input to the Record of
Decision.

As a result of the scoping and the Draft NI PEIS public hearing
processes,  the Final NI PEIS adequately and accurately addresses the
public’s concerns on the proposed actions.

DOE’s responses to Oregon Governor Kitzhaber’s letter are contained
under Commentor No. 1648 in this volume.

1924-3: DOE notes the commentor's opposition to restarting FFTF for enhancing
its existing nuclear facility infrastructure.  Consistent with its mandates
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Commentor No. 1924:  Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924

1924-4
 (Cont’d)

1924-5

1924-6

1924-7
1924-8
1924-6
1924-9

1924-10

1924-11

1924-12

under the Atomic Energy Act,  DOE is proposing this expansion for the
purposes of addressing three primary needs:

1) to support the increased domestic production of isotopes for medical,
research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of experts in
the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research Advisory
Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing
a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel source that is
required for deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long-term,
assured supply; and

3) to support civilian nuclear research and development in order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable
component of the United States’ energy portfolio.

There is no requirement to conduct all of these missions at one site.  In
the Record of Decision process, DOE could choose any one of the
alternatives or choose to combine components of several alternatives in
selecting the most appropriate strategy.  For example, DOE could select
a low-energy accelerator to produce certain medical, research, and
industrial isotopes, and an existing operating reactor to produce
plutonium-238 and conduct nuclear research and development.  Should
FFTF be selected for restart in support of these missions, DOE expects it
could utilize a 15-year supply of mixed-oxide fuel that would be available
from Germany under favorable economic terms (i.e., no charge for the
fuel).

1924-4: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
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Commentor No. 1924:  Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924

1924-13

1924-14

1924-15

1924-16

1924-17

1924-1

evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.  Section
1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to
clarify DOE's role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both  research and commercial isotopes
would be viable if operated in concert with producing  plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications.  As the NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider its use for isotope production.”  In recognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other stated missions.  While some
existing reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to
support research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report,
it is unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to
support projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the
existing missions of these facilities.

DOE has taken the Expert Panel and NERAC report recommendations
under consideration in developing the range of alternatives evaluated in
the NI PEIS.  These reports were made available to the public at the
NI PEIS public information centers and on the Internet at
www.nuclear.gov.

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE’s isotope production
capability is being used.  Much of the remaining isotope production
capability is dispersed throughout the DOE complex.  This capability
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supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used due to the
operating constraints associated with the facilities' primary missions
(basic energy sciences or defense).  DOE is currently meeting most of its
short-term requirements.  However, in the long-term (next 5 to 10 years)
there will be a shortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel Report,
as it has recently, or if DOE's  market share increases, there will be a
need for expanded isotope production capacity in the short-term (less
than 5 years).

1924-5: As discussed in Section 1.2.2, through a Memorandum of Understanding
with NASA, DOE provides radioisotope power systems, and the
plutonium-238 that fuels them, for space missions that require or would
be enhanced by their use.  In addition, under the National Space Policy
issued by the Office of Science and Technology Policy in September
1996, and consistent with DOE's charter under the Atomic Energy Act,
DOE is responsible for maintaining the capability to provide the
plutonium-238 needed to support these missions.  The selection of power
systems for space missions is the responsibility of NASA.  There are
approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S.
inventory available to support future NASA space missions.  Based on
NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power
systems for upcoming space missions, it is anticipated that the existing
plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005.
Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase
plutonium-238 to meet the space mission needs for the 35-year evaluation
period considered in the NI PEIS.  However, DOE recognizes that any
purchase beyond what is currently available to the United States through
the existing contract would likely require negotiation of a new contract
and may require additional NEPA review.

The May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifies that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, SRTG
development efforts were stopped in order to permit reprogramming of
funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system based
on a Stirling technology generator. This new radioisotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requires one-third less

Commentor No. 1924:  Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924
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plutonium-238 as its fuel source.  However, the Stirling technology is
developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000, letter to
DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume
1 was revised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

1924-6: The environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives to fulfill the
requirements of the missions were disclosed and evaluated in the NI PEIS.
DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose all required
information to make a decision on expanding nuclear infrastructure.  The
costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of proposed actions are not
required by NEPA and CEQ regulations to be included in a PEIS.  DOE
prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear Nonproliferation Impact
Assessment to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary
of Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  Such ancillary documents need
only be made available to the public prior to any decision being made
under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE
mailed these documents to more than 730 interested parties on August 24
and September 8, 2000, respectively.  Both reports were made available
immediately upon release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov)
and in the public reading rooms.  DOE has also provided summaries of the
Cost Report and Nuclear Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in
Appendixes P and Q, respectively, in the Final NI PEIS.

1924-7: DOE notes the commentor's opinion.  See response to Comment 1924-6.

1924-8: This NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for all
alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

1924-9: In the event that a decision is made to restart FFTF, the first six years of
operation would use existing onsite mixed oxide fuel.  DOE expects that
an additional 15-year supply of mixed oxide fuel in Europe, owned by
Germany, would be available for FFTF.  The Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment for the NI PEIS alternatives,

Commentor No. 1924:  Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924
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published in September, 2000,  indicated that using the two different
sources of existing mixed oxide (MOX) fuel for FFTF (existing FFTF fuel
and German MOX fuel) would result in significant mitigating factors,
indicating that substantial nonproliferation benefits could be gained by
disposing of this inventory as spent fuel.  During the period of MOX fuel
use, in support of U.S. nonproliferation policy directives, DOE's Office of
Nonproliferation and National Security would undertake a study under the
Reduced Enrichment Research and Test Reactor (RERTR) program to
consider the technical feasibility of using low enriched uranium to fuel the
FFTF.  Under this nonproliferation protocol, if use of low enriched
uranium fuel is found infeasible in FFTF for meeting assigned missions,
policy would allow DOE to subsequently procure highly enriched uranium
fuel for use in FFTF.  Again, this approach is consistent with U.S.
nonproliferation policy.

1924-10: DOE notes the concern expressed in the comment on the potential health
and environmental impacts of FFTF startup.  All air emissions and
wastewater discharges would be in accordance with applicable permit
and regulatory requirements.  The releases of air pollutants and
contaminated liquid are addressed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1.  The
release of air pollutants would result in concentrations well below Federal
and state air standards (Table 4-13).  The release of radioactivity and
hazardous chemicals into the atmosphere would have a negligible effect
on human health (Tables 4-17 and 4-19, respectively).  There would be
no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality (Section
4.3.1.1.4).  All impacts on ecological resources, including animals and fish,
 associated with operation of FFTF would be small (Section 4.3.1.1.6).

It is concluded that operation of FFTF would have small adverse effects
on the environment.

The discussion in the Summary and Section 4.8.3.5 of Volume 1 on the
cumulative impacts for spent nuclear fuel management at Hanford was
revised to clarify that the management of the existing spent nuclear fuel
at Hanford results in a dose of less than 0.1 millirem per year of the
maximally exposed member of the public.  This dose is well within the
DOE limits given in DOE Order 5400.5.  As discussed in that Order, the
dose limit from airborne emissions is 10 millirem per year, as required by
the Clean Air Act; drinking water is 4 millirem per year, as required by
the Safe Drinking Water Act; and the dose limit from all pathways

Commentor No. 1924:  Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924
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combined is 100 millirem per year.  DOE has committed to remove the
spent nuclear fuel at Hanford for ultimate disposition in a geologic
repository.

1924-11: Decommissioning FFTF, including associated costs and cleanup, is not
within the scope of the NI PEIS.  Before decommission activities were
undertaken, DOE would prepare the appropriate environmental
documentation to address the associated environmental impacts.  Cost
assessments would also be prepared.

1924-12: DOE notes the commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.

Ongoing activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are
high priority to DOE.  The current inventory of wastes managed at the
Hanford Site are identified in Section 3.4.11.1 of Volume 1.  In addition,
the generation rates of wastes associated with the NI PEIS options that
use Hanford facilities are compared with the current waste generation
rates at the site in Section 4.3 of Volume 1.  As stated in Sections
4.3.1.1.13, 4.3.3.1.13, and 4.4.3.1.13, the generation rates of wastes at
Hanford associated with the options that utilize either FFTF, FMEF and/
or RPL 306-E would be much smaller than the current waste generation
rates at the site.  These volumes would also be small in comparison to the
existing inventory at the site (Section 3.4.11.1).  These comparisons were
also made for the other options which involved INEEL and ORR facilities.
As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for
Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

1924-13: Under the No Action Alternative, ATR and HFIR would continue to
produce medical isotopes and plutonium-238 could be purchased from
Russia.  ATR and HFIR would continue to produce medical isotopes
under the remaining alternatives  The addition of a CLWR option under
Alternative 2, Use Only Existing Operational Facilities, for plutonium-238

Commentor No. 1924:  Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924
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production would permit the medical isotope mission at existing reactors
to grow.  However, this growth was not analyzed in the PEIS because it
is not a new mission.

With regard to the commentor's second concern, DOE did consider the
use of irradiation facilities other than those addressed under Alternatives
1 through 4.  However, their use was dismissed for a variety of reasons
as discussed in Section 2.6.1.

The No Action alternative is required under Council on Environmental
Quality regulations (40 CFR 1502.14(d)). It provides a point of
comparison for the action alternatives.  The No Action Alternative
generally represents the status quo; that is, it includes those actions that
would normally take place without the proposed action.  Since the status
quo involves maintaining FFTF in standby and not its deactivation, it is
not appropriate to include its deactivation as part of the No Action
Alternative.  Deactivation of FFTF is included as Alternative 5,
Permanently Deactivate FFTF, and as part of Alternative 2, Use Only
Existing Operational Facilities, Alternative 3, Construct New
Accelerator(s), and Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor.

1924-14: The 300 Area Revitalization Plan (DOE 1999) provides for continued
multi-program R&D operations in the 300 Area, including operation of
various laboratories, office facilities, and services.  It also provides for
consolidation (but not complete elimination) of radiological operations,
with support for Hanford Site facility transition and environmental
restoration efforts.  The plan does not require closure of the 325 and 306
E buildings as long as they are needed for active research projects.
Operation of these facilities would not violate any existing agreements
between DOE and stakeholders or other legal obligations, nor would it
affect ongoing or planned environmental restoration and facility transition
activities.

As discussed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1, plutonium-238 would be
produced to support NASA’s deep space missions.  Plutonium-238 is
not used to produce nuclear weapons.  All missions considered in the
NI PEIS are for civilian purposes.

PNNL is not preparing this PEIS, although it has offered technical
comments on it.  These comments have been evaluated by DOE and the
contractor preparing the PEIS.  PNNL has also previously provided

Commentor No. 1924:  Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924
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technical and cost analyses on matters related to the FFTF, which have
undergone independent scrutiny, and have helped confirm the need for
the environmental review now being independently developed.  PNNL's
work does not present a conflict of interest. Ultimately, DOE has full
control over the contents of the PEIS.

1924-15: At the time the Draft NI PEIS was completed and published, DOE did
not have a preferred alternative.  DOE used the environmental evaluation
in the Draft NI PEIS, and also other reports on cost and nonproliferation
impacts, as well as input from the public to develop its preferred
alternative.  Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR
1502.14(e)) do not require the inclusion of a preferred alternative in a draft
EIS if one has not been identified at that time.  However, the regulations
do require identification of a preferred alternative in the final document.
DOE has identified a preferred alternative in Section 2.8 of the Final
NI PEIS.

1924-16: The Isotope Production Facility (IPF) at Los Alamos National Laboratory
produces radioisotopes using the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center's
LANSCE) half-mile accelerator that delivers medium-energy protons.
Among other isotopes, the IPF's three major products include
germanium-68, strontium-82, and sodium-22.  As a result of changing
DOE missions, the production of radioisotopes at target area “A” of the
LANSCE has been rendered inoperable.  In order to replace the level of
production lost due to this change, DOE is completing a new and more
efficient IPF that would allow DOE to continue to produce most of these
same isotopes in an effort to meet existing demand.  As addressed in
Section 2.6.1 of the NI PEIS, IPF at LANSCE was considered but
dismissed from further evaluation because, although it can be used in
tandem with the Brookhaven Linac Isotope Producer (BLIP) located at the
Brookhaven National Laboratory to supply near-term isotope
requirements, it is unlikely that these facilities could accomplish reliable,
increased isotope production at the level needed to support projected
needs.

In 1998, an Expert Panel convened  to forecast future demand for
medical isotopes estimated that the expected growth rate of medical
isotope use during the next 20 years will range between 7 to 14 percent
per year for therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for
diagnostic applications.  These growth projections were adopted by DOE
as a planning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing

Commentor No. 1924:  Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924
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nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the
period since the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical
isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
As addressed in Section 2.6.1 of the NI PEIS, IPF at LANSCE was
considered but dismissed from further evaluation because, although it can
be used in tandem with the Brookhaven Linac Isotope Producer (BLIP)
located at the Brookhaven National Laboratory to supply near-term
isotope requirements, it is unlikely that these facilities could accomplish
reliable, increased isotope production at the level needed to support
projected needs.

1924-17: DOE notes the commentor's support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, or Alternative 2, Use Only Existing Operational
Facilities.

Commentor No. 1924:  Cyndy deBruler
Columbia Riverkeeper (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1924
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Commentor No. 1925:  Stanley Hobson, INEEL
Citizens Advisory Board

Response to Commentor No. 1925

1925-1 1925-1: DOE values the input of the INEEL CAB to the NEPA process and that
of all of its advisory boards.  The effort inherent with the development of
the CAB’s consensus recommendations and its value to informed
decision making is also appreciated.  DOE stated in the Notice of
Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.) that it would consider comments
submitted after the close of the comment period on September 18, 2000
to the extent practicable. Responses to the INEEL CAB comments are
shown under Comment Number 2050 of this comment response
document (Volume 3 of the NI PEIS).
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Commentor No. 1925:  Stanley Hobson (Cont’d)
Citizens Advisory Board

Response to Commentor No. 1925

1925-1
 (Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 1926:  Earl C. Leming, State of Tennessee,
Department of Environment and Conservation

Response to Commentor No. 1926

1926-1

1926-2

1926-1: DOE notes the commentor’s observations.  DOE used the generic site
approach for Alternatives 3 and 4 in the absence of specific siting
alternatives.  This level of analysis is appropriate for a PEIS.  Projected
construction and operational data on nonradiological air emissions, water
use, radiological and chemical releases, and waste generation are
provided at a level of detail commensurate with that provided for the
existing facilities under consideration.  Should one of these alternatives
ultimately be selected on the basis of its technical merit for accomplishing
the stated missions and the assessment of environmental impacts,
subsequent NEPA reviews would be conducted to include an analysis of
siting alternatives and associated site-specific impacts.

1926-2: The commentor identifies several isotopes that are not discussed in the
Draft NI PEIS.  DOE is supplying small amounts of isotopes
actinium-225 and bismuth-213 for medical clinical trials.  The small
quantity needed for these clinical trials was produced by chemically
processing uranium-233.  If clinical trials are successful, large quantities
might require the use of a reactor or accelerator to meet this possible
future demand.  In response to comments on the Draft NI PEIS, a
discussion of isotopes that can be extracted from existing supplies of
long-lived isotopes, including progeny of uranium-233, has been added to
Section 2.7.3 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 1926:  Earl C. Leming, State of Tennessee,
Department of Environment and Conservation (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1926

1926-3

1926-1

1926-4

1926-3: DOE is no longer planning to initiate a U-233 storage and disposition
PEIS in 2002.  Rather, DOE is changing its plans for the use of
uranium-233 at Oak Ridge.  An appropriate NEPA review would be
performed for the proposed action to determine the level of NEPA
documentation.

1926-4: As noted in Sections 2.5.4. and 2.5.5 of Volume 1, because Alternative 3,
Construct New Accelerator(s), and Alternative 4, Construct New
Research Reactor, are evaluated at a generic DOE site(s), no credit was
taken for any support infrastructure existing at the site and it was
postulated that a new support facility would be required.  However, it is
highly unlikely that DOE would consider locating either a new
accelerator(s) or reactor on a DOE site(s) that does not have existing
infrastructure capable of supporting all or most of the infrastructure
requirements.
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1927-1: DOE notes the commentor’s view that Volume 1, Section 3.4 of the NI
PEIS presents a relatively thorough description of the affected
environment at Hanford.

1927-2: CEQ (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) and DOE (10 CFR Part 1021) implementation
regulations do not require inclusion of cost studies in an environmental
impact statement.  The basic purpose of the NI PEIS is to describe the
alternatives under consideration for implementation (Section 2.5 of Volume
1) and the environmental impacts that would occur if these alternatives were
implemented (Chapter 4 of Volume 1).  Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40
CFR 1505.1(e)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents available to the public before a decision is made.  The associated
cost report was made available to the public on August 24, 2000.  DOE
mailed this document to approximately 730 interested parties, and the report
was made available immediately upon release on the NE web site (http://
www.nuclear.gov) and in public reading rooms.

1927-3: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the period since
the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use
has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings.  Section
1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to
clarify DOE's role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and cost
efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing

Commentor No. 1927:  Rebecca J. Inman
State of Washington, Department of Ecology

Response to Commentor No. 1927

1927-1

1927-2

1927-3

1927-4

1927-2

1927-5
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Commentor No. 1927:  Rebecca J. Inman, State of
Washington, Department of Ecology (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1927

1927-6

1927-7

1927-8

1927-9

1927-10

1927-11

research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both  research and commercial isotopes
would be viable if operated in concert with producing  plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications.  As the NERAC report states: “In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
large irradiation volume in FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for commercial interests who
might consider its use for isotope production.”  In recognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other missions.  While some existing
reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to support
research isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report, it is
unlikely that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to support
projected needs could be accomplished without impacting the existing
missions of these facilities.

DOE has taken the Expert Panel and NERAC report recommendations
under consideration in developing the range of alternatives evaluated in
the NI PEIS.  These reports were made available to the public at the NI
PEIS public information centers and on the Internet at www.nuclear.gov.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions.  Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use
of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by
approximately 2005.  Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would
continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet the space mission needs for
the 35-year evaluation period considered in the NI PEIS.  However,
DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond what is currently available to
the United States through the existing contract would likely require
negotiation of a new contract and may require additional NEPA review.
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Commentor No. 1927:  Rebecca J. Inman, State of
Washington, Department of Ecology (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1927 (Cont’d)

1927-12

1927-13

1927-14

The May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifies that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, SRTG
development efforts were stopped in order to permit reprogramming of
funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system based
on a Stirling technology generator.  This new radioisotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requires one-third less
plutonium-238 as its fuel source.  However, the Stirling technology is
developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000, letter to
DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1
was revised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

The major mission of FFTF would not be the production of
plutonium-238.  Rather, all three missions are of equal importance; no one
mission is given priority in the NI PEIS.

1927-4: Volume 1, Section 2.7.1.2.3 of the Draft NI PEIS presents a comparison
of mission effectiveness among alternatives. This section has been
revised in the Final NI PEIS (see Section 2.7.1.8, “Comparison of Mission
Effectiveness Among Alternatives”)  to provide the reader a better
understanding  of the medical isotopes that can be produced using
accelerator technology (Alternative 3) and reactor technology alternatives
(Alternatives 1 and 4).

1927-5: DOE notes the commentor’s view.  Discussions addressing related NEPA
reviews, originally presented in Section 1.6 of the Draft NI PEIS, are
now presented in Section 1.7 of the Final NI PEIS.  The relevance of
each of these NEPA reviews to the NI PEIS analyses is provided at the
end of each individual  discussion.

1927-6: Decommissioning of existing facilities, including FMEF,  and their closure
and long-term stewardship requirements are not within the scope of the
NI PEIS. Before these activities were undertaken, DOE would prepare
the appropriate environmental documentation to address the  associated
environmental impacts. Cost assessments would also be prepared.

1927-7: The NI PEIS provides references for the sources of waste generation  in
each of the alternatives and alternative options.  The waste generation
estimates for FFTF were obtained from the May 2000 draft of the
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“Waste Minimization and Management Plan for FFTF.”  The estimates
used in the draft plan were based on information from past operations of
the FFTF.  Waste generation and disposition are detailed in Chapter 4 of
the NI PEIS for each of the alternatives.

1927-8: Page S-8 of the Draft NI PEIS summarizes comments DOE received at the
Plutonium-238 Production EIS scoping meetings that were held in
November 1998.  The comments summarized on page S-9 of the Draft
NI PEIS are comments DOE received at the NI PEIS scoping meetings
held in October 1999.  Appendix N of the  NI PEIS summarizes the
comments received during  both public scoping periods.

1927-9: The commentor is correct.  The value of 392 degrees F is the correct
conversion of 200 degrees Centigrade to Fahrenheit temperature.
However, since 200 degrees Centigrade is identified as approximate, the
value of 400 degrees F has been inserted in the parentheses on page S-29
of the final PEIS instead of the incorrect value of 44 degrees F.  This
error has no effect on the results presented in the EIS.

1927-10: The discussion in the Summary and Section 4.8.3.5 of the NI PEIS on the
cumulative impacts for spent nuclear fuel management at the Hanford
Site was revised to clarify that the management of the existing spent
nuclear fuel at Hanford results in a dose of less than 0.1 millirem per year
to the maximally exposed member of the public.  This dose is well within
the DOE limits given in DOE Order 5400.5.  As discussed in that Order,
the dose limit from airborne emissions is 10 millirem per year, as required
by the Clean Air Act; drinking water is 4 millirem per year, as required by
the Safe Drinking Water Act; and the dose limit from all pathways
combined is 100 millirem per year.  DOE has committed to remove the
spent nuclear fuel at Hanford for ultimate disposition in a geologic
repository.

1927-11: Sections 4.3.1.1.13, 4.3.2.1.13, 4.3.3.1.13, and 4.4.3.1.13 were revised to
address comments received during the public comment period.  These
sections now state that “DOE is considering whether the waste from
processing of irradiated neptunium-237 targets should be classified as
high-level radioactive waste and not transuranic waste.  Irrespective of
how the waste is classified (i.e., transuranic or high-level radioactive
waste), the composition and characteristics are the same and the waste
management activities (i.e., treatment and onsite storage) as described in
this NI PEIS would be the same.  In addition, either waste type would

Commentor No. 1927:  Rebecca J. Inman, State of
Washington, Department of Ecology (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1927 (Cont’d)
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require disposal in a suitable repository.  If it is transuranic waste, it
would be nondefense waste and could not be disposed of at WIPP under
current law. Because nondefense transuranic waste has no current
disposal path, DOE Headquarters' approval would be necessary before a
decision is made to generate such waste, as required by DOE Order 435.1.
If the waste is classified as high-level radioactive waste, it is assumed
for the purposes of this analysis that Yucca Mountain, Nevada, if
approved, would be the final disposal site for DOE's high-level radioactive
waste.”

Section 4.3.1.1.13 states that “In accordance with the Records of
Decision for the ‘Waste Management PEIS’, wastes could be treated and
disposed of on site at Hanford or at other DOE sites or commercial
facilities.”  The paragraph continues on to provide summaries of the
various Records of Decision for each of the waste types.  This section
does not state that the wastes that would be generated from the proposed
alternative or alternative options were included in the Waste Management
PEIS.

Section 4.8 of the NI PEIS provides information on the cumulative
impacts. The waste management information has been revised from the
draft to include capacities for the treatment, storage and disposal facilities.
For this assessment the total maximum waste volume that would be
generated for each site were added to the total site baseline for the 35
year nuclear infrastructure operation and can be compared to the site's
storage, treatment and disposal capacities.

1927-12: Section 5.1.1 provides information on the Federal environmental, safety,
and health laws and regulations including the applicability to the
alternatives.  In the Final NI PEIS, Section 5.1.4 provides information on
environmental requirements, which were previously addressed in Section
5.1.1, that have been delegated to state authorities or for which the state
has established their own programs.  DOE is committed to comply with
state laws and regulations, as they are determined applicable to the
proposed action.

1927-13: Section 5.1.4 has been revised in the Final NI PEIS to reflect the
commentor's request.

1927-14: Table 5-2 in the Final NI PEIS has been revised to reflect the
commentor's request.

Commentor No. 1927:  Rebecca J. Inman, State of
Washington, Department of Ecology (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 1927 (Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 2014:  Sally Yocum Response to Commentor No. 2014

From: SALLY YOCUM
[SMTP:SLY.IN.WYO@HQRTMTA1.DOE.GOV]

Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2000 10:32:12 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: plutonium production
Auto forwarded by a Rule
September 18, 2000

Ms. Colette Brown
DOE, Office of Space and Defense Power Systems

Dear Ms. Brown,

Your Department's recent proposal to expand the civilian nuclear
infrastructure, as outlined in the Draft Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement, for accomplishing expanded civilian nuclear
energy research and development and the isotope production
mission in the United States, including the role of the Fast Flux Test
Facility, raises significant nuclear weapons proliferation issues, as
well as environmental issues and human health concerns.

As a concerned taxpaying and voting citizen living downwind of the
INEEL,I have become aware of the serious nuclear waste and
contamination problems at this facility, as well as the irresponsible
attempts to cover up or downplay these problems. INEEL is one of
the most contaminated areas in America. The Department's recent
estimate on cleaning up this site is $22 billion and is expected to
take 50 years__longer than any other DOE facility. In addition,
we have over 360 individual superfund siteswithin the 890 sq. mile
area that comprises INEEL. With this known, the last thing we need
is a plan to generate more nuclear waste at a site that can<t handle
the waste it already has. INEEL needs more waste like the DOE
needs more security security scandals. Out of concern for Idaho's
environment, I strongly urge you not to pursue the plutonium_238
production mission as outlined in your PEIS.

2014-1

2014-1: The commentor’s position regarding waste generation and selection of
INEEL’s Fluorinel Dissolution Processing Facility for plutonium-238
production is noted. Waste management at INEEL is discussed in
Volume 1, Section 3.3.11.  Waste generation and disposition that would
result from selection of the Fluorinel Dissolution Processing Facility to
support plutonium-238 production is described in Section 4.3.2.1.13.
Use of facilities considered in the NI PEIS would not impact the
cleanup missions at their respective sites.

2014-2: The use of proposed alternative facilities associated with processing
of neptunium-237 targets would have no impact on schedules or
available funding for high-level radioactive waste programs at either
Hanford or INEEL.  At INEEL, the tanks would not be used although
certain facilities at the Idaho Nuclear Technology Engineering Center
(INTEC) would be used to treat the wastes resulting from processing
the irradiated targets.  These are reliable systems that would process a
maximum of 1,050 cubic meters of low-level radioactive waste over the
35-year nuclear infrastructure operational period.  The higher activity
waste would be treated as a solid form via a stand-alone vitrification
system, separate from any tank waste treatment system.  At Hanford,
the existing high-level radioactive waste facilities would not be used,
and as analyzed in the PEIS, no existing or planned high-level
radioactive waste facilities would be used to treat the wastes resulting
from processing the irradiated targets.

2014-3: Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE’s charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for
maintaining the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds)
of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support
future NASA space missions; no viable alternative to using
plutonium-238 to support these missions currently exists. Based on
NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power
systems for upcoming space missions, it is anticipated that the existing
plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005.
Without an assured domestic supply of plutonium-238, DOE’s ability to
support future NASA space exploration missions may be lost.
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Commentor No. 2014:  Sally Yocum (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2014

One of the most daunting problems confronting cleanup at major
DOE facilities such as Hanford and INEEL, is the solidification of
liquid high_level nuclear waste. Your current plan for
plutonium_238 production entails the generation of approximately
288,000 additional gallons of this waste over the project's 35 year
span. While this is a small portion of Hanford's high level waste, it is
approximately one fifth of what is remaining in Idaho,which makes it
a very significant amount. Previous leakage of this waste at INEEL
and Hanford threatens our already contaminated water supplies.
What we certainly don't need is any more of this most highly
problematic of waste forms.

Given the certain risks inherent in production of plutonium, the
justified need for this material would have to be tremendous, and
the PEIS does a poor job of providing ample justification. Beyond
the risks involved in production, and the aforementioned resulting
waste problem, there is also the issue of an accident occurring
upon lift_off or reentry of a space probe carrying this material. The
Cassini probe, launched in 1997, carried 72 pounds of Pu_238.
The potential for an explosion during lift_off or upon an inadvertent
re_entry during the fly_by phase, gave many in the scientific
community pause, including top scientists within NASA. According
to NASA's own conservative estimate, a burn up upon reentry of
the Cassini probe could have caused 2,300 cancer fatalities;
independent analyses ranged much higher. This potential for a
catastrophic release of this extremely toxic material will imminant,
as long as the US government remains committed to the use of
plutonium_238. If DOE is to have a role in developing power
systems for NASA's instrumentation, it should focus on promising
solar technology, an alternative that has been promoted in the
European scientific community, or at best research other alternative
power methods

There are also proliferation concerns as it pertains to this plan. A
return to production of this isotope, however poorly justified, means
a return to the use of aqueous reprocessing at DOE facilities where

2014-2

2014-3

2014-4

2014-5

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasons and concerns for nuclear nonproliferation, DOE’s
preference is to establish a domestic plutonium-238 production
capability.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the
purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238
production capability to support NASA space exploration missions.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 are relatively low and are discussed in
detail in Chapter 4 of Volume 1, and Appendixes H, I, and J of
Volume 2 in the Final NI PEIS.

2014-4: DOE notes the commentor’s concern for NASA’s use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of
alternative energy sources for space missions, although issues such as
NASA research priorities are beyond the scope of this NI PEIS.
Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.
These radioisotope power systems have been used for almost 40 years,
and have repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and
reliability in various NASA space missions.  NASA establishes the
need and requirements for space missions and undergoes a thorough
NEPA evaluation for each launch.

2014-5: It is not true that resumption of plutonium-238 production constitutes
a return to reprocessing.  The aqueous technique that would be used to
separate plutonium consisting of over 80 percent plutonium-238 and
neptunium from the irradiated target is similar to the technology that
was used in portions of the complex process to extract plutonium-239.
However, as discussed in PEIS Sections S.3, 2.2.3 and A.1.4, this
technology would be used to chemically separate plutonium-238 and
neptunium from irradiated targets and not from irradiated or spent
nuclear fuel, whereas reprocessing separates weapons grade
plutonium-239 from irradiated nuclear fuel.  Plutonium-238 extraction is
not reprocessing.  Unlike plutonium-239, plutonium-238 is not used in
nuclear weapons, but rather it would be used as a power and heat
source for NASA space missions.
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Commentor No. 2014:  Sally Yocum (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2014

this dirty and ancient technology has been used to extract bomb
material for the weapons program. From President Carter to
presidents Bush and Clinton, US policy has been to halt
reprocessing in this country in order to set a global precedent
to curtail the spread of nuclear weapons material_a noble effort in
serious need of bolstering through agressive action.

Indeed, an otherwise lukewarm Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment conducted by your Office of
Arms Control and Nonproliferation questions whether our
commitment to nonproliferation isn't weakened by the use of the
Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility within Building 666 at
INEEL. INEEL's reprocessing facility is next door to a wet storage
unit for Navy spent fuel, which contains a greater than average
amount of highly enriched uranium. It was reprocessed from 1953
to 1989 at INEEL for the weapons program. Use of this facility to
carry out plutonium_238 extraction, especially considering the
dubious need for this isotope, at the very least raises the concern
that DOE is not fully committed to ending reprocessing.
How can the international community be expected to trust DOE's
civilian_mission claim when this agency is obviously devoutly
committed to development of weapons by using nuclear weapons
technology at a weapons facility?

The silent issue of transportation of these high_level radioactive
materials has not been mentioned. As we well know, the inherent
risks of transportation are of a huge concern, and not to include
this in the PEIS is irresponsible and makes for an incomplete study.

Considering all these factors that could adversely affect our
environment and commitment to nonproliferation, I strongly urge
you to select alternative 5 in the current PEIS. This alternative
would allow the Advanced Test Reactor at INEEL to continue
producing medical and industrial isotopes for the commercial sector
and would not lead to the production of anymore highly radioactive
liquid waste at Hanford or INEEL. The main mission at these two
facilities has been and should continue to be cleanup of the mess

2014-5
(Cont’d)

2014-6

2014-7

The Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment,
published in September 2000, confirms that extracting plutonium-238
from irradiated targets would not undermine nonproliferation goals.  In
this report, DOE recognizes that proliferation concerns
might be raised related to one of the technical assessment factors,
“reduction in attractiveness of material forms,” due to the fact that, in
the extraction of plutonium-238, the remaining unconverted neptunium,
a weapons-useable fissile material used as target material for conversion
into plutonium-238, must also be recovered (not produced), purified,
and recycled.  This is unavoidable (unless the United States elects to
neither produce or purchase plutonium-238), and it impacts all PEIS
alternatives and options, including the No Action Alternative and
Alternative 5: permanently deactivate FFTF with no new missions at
U.S. facilities.  However, while the fact that concerns might be raised is a
valuable input to the record of decision process, it does not constitute
an inconsistency with or departure from nonproliferation policy, and
plutonium-238 is needed to fulfill our missions.  Further, in the event
that plutonium-238 production is resumed in the United States, the
total separated stocks of neptunium would be reduced over time in an
irreversible manner since there is a moratorium on U.S. spent fuel
reprocessing.  This overall reduction in a weapons-useable material
would mitigate the potential concerns related to material attractiveness,
and offer an additional method to pursue U.S. nonproliferation goals.
DOE’s proposed approach in this mission, and its rigorous
nonproliferation impact assessment, demonstrate its commitment to
nonproliferation policy, domestically and in the international
community.

The juxtaposition of Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF) in
INEEL Building 666 to wet storage of highly enriched uranium Navy
spent nuclear fuel, and its previous mission of reprocessing spent
nuclear fuel, were rigorously and objectively evaluated in the Nuclear
Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment published in
September 2000.  In no uncertain terms, this report discusses the
proliferation concerns raised in the areas of facilitating cost-effective
international monitoring and supporting negotiation of a verifiable
FMCT, and outlines what is needed to mitigate these concerns. This is
a valuable input to the record of decision process.



2-1718

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 2014:  Sally Yocum (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2014

left over from previous nuclear weapons work. Additional waste
production would interfere with this already difficult and expensive
work. Alternative 5 also calls for the decommissioning of the FFTF
reactor at Hanford. FFTF is an aging breeder reactor whose use
would be inconsistent with United States policy to discourage use of
this technology due to the capability this class of reactors has to
produce more plutonium than is consumed.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this plan.

Sincerely,

Sally Yocum
P.O. Box 514
Wilson, Wy. 83014
307_733_6807

2014-7
(Cont’d)

Most of the concerns and uncertainties surrounding the use of FDPF
are associated with its history as a defense programs facility and the
resulting lack of transparency that could be afforded in the event that
international monitoring becomes desirable under an FMCT.  This is a
different set of concerns than those expressed in the comment.  The fact
is, that since it is well known that FDPF has a long history of Navy
defense missions, and since the described mission (plutonium-238
extraction) in the PEIS does not involve the production of special fissile
material, sufficient transparency could possibly be provided by a
managed access regime that would meet the requirements of FMCT
verification.  If this could be done, the aforementioned concerns would
be mitigated.

2014-6: Appendix J contains a comprehensive risk analysis of all materials
transported under the alternatives defined in the NI PEIS.  Table J-3
lists the number of shipments and the mass of all materials shipped.
The results of the risk analysis is shown in detail in Table J-7 and J-8,
and summarized in Chapters 2 and 4 of Volume 1 and the Summary
Volume for this PEIS.  These results indicate the transportation risks
would be small.  The waste generated from processing of irradiated
neptunium-237 targets would be vitrified and stored, onsite pending
availability of a suitable repository for permanent disposal.

The DOE Manual 435.1. Radioactive Waste Management defines high
level radioactive waste as the highly radioactive waste material resulting
from the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel, including liquid waste
produced directly in reprocessing and any solid material derived from
such liquid waste that contains fission products in sufficient
concentrations; and other highly radioactive material that is determined,
consistent with existing law, to require permanent isolation.  DOE has
prepared an implementation guide to DOE M 435.1 to assist in
implementing the requirements contained in that manual.  For this
particular requirement, the definition of high-level radioactive waste, the
guide is intended to facilitate the classification of indefinite waste as to
whether or not they are high-level radioactive waste.  It is recognized
that the definition of high-level radioactive waste is not precise and is
essentially a source-based definition that also alludes to concentrations
of a given waste stream.  Page II-8 of this guide notes that for the
purpose of managing high-level waste under DOE M 435.1-1 [sic],
spent nuclear fuel includes spent driver elements and/or irradiated target
elements that contain transuranium elements.   This statement was
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included in the guide because the concentrations of long-lived isotopes
are likely to be somewhat high during reprocessing and it also meets the
source-based definition.

As a result of reviewing this guide and to address the comments raised,
DOE is considering whether the waste from processing of irradiated
neptunium-237 targets should be classified as high-level radioactive
waste and not transuranic waste.  As a result, the Waste Management
sections (i.e., Sections 4.3.1.1.13; 4.3.2.1.13; 4.3.3.1.13; and 4.4.3.1.13)
of this NI PEIS have been revised to reflect this different classification
from what was assumed in the draft NI PEIS. As discussed in these
revised sections, irrespective of how the waste is classified
(i.e., transuranic or high-level radioactive waste), the composition and
characteristics are the same and the waste management (i.e., treatment
and onsite storage) for this NI PEIS would be the same.  In addition,
even if the waste is managed as high-level radioactive waste it would
have no impact on the existing high-level radioactive waste management
infrastructure (e.g., high-level waste storage tanks), since the high
activity waste from processing of the targets would be initially stored
and vitrified within the processing facility (i.e., FMEF, REDC, or
FDPF).

2014-7: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.  It should be noted that medical isotopes would
continue to be produced at ATR regardless of which alternative is
selected in the Record of Decision.  The FFTF would produce spent
nuclear fuel and low-level radioactive waste, and as discussed
throughout Section 4.3 of Volume 1, none of the proposed alternatives
would add waste to the high-level waste tanks at Hanford or INEEL.
Also, it should be pointed out that while FFTF supported the breeder
reactor program, it is not itself a breeder reactor, but rather a fast flux
research reactor.

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation
of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation.  This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1,
that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of

Commentor No. 2014:  Sally Yocum (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2014
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Commentor No. 2014:  Sally Yocum (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 2014

low-level waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if
practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that
use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites
is not practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an exemption under
DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial
facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the
restart and operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section 4.3.3.1.13 and
4.4.3.1.13 also address the potential impacts associated with the waste
generated from the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how
this waste would be managed at the site.

With respect to cleanup of wastes at Hanford or INEEL, the proposed
action and the existing cleanup missions are independent programs and
actions related to one will not impact the other.  While the cleanup
activities at both Hanford and INEEL are high priority to DOE, it
should be noted that the cleanup of legacy wastes is beyond the scope
of the NI PEIS.
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Commentor No. 2015:  Norris Palmer Response to Commentor No. 2015

NI PEIS_Toll Free Telephone

9/20/00

Norris Palmer
Bingen, WA
817_481_9022

Yes, my name is Norris Palmer. I've got a house in Bingen,
Washington at 2222 Laurie Circle. My phone number is, you
can reach me at 817_481_9022. I want to leave my
comments on the Environmental Impact Statement. They're
definitely, we're totally against it. Everybody in that
area is against it. Let's not open this Hanford back up
again. We can't even clean it up the way it is. It's leaking
currently. If you open it back up, we need to just take it out
of there. So, please do not even think of opening that place
up. Put it somewhere else away from a major river, like
in the middle of Texas somewhere. We'd be happy to have
it there. So, please do not think of opening this thing back
up. Let's spend our money cleaning it up. Thank you.

2015-1

2015-2

2015-1

2015-2

2015-1: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
FFTF is located approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.
There are no discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or
hazardous discharges to the groundwater.  The environmental impacts
associated with operation of the FFTF during normal operations and
from postulated accidents are presented and discussed in Section 4.3 of
the NI PEIS.  All impacts to human health and to environmental media
including air, water, and land are shown to be small.

Specific sites for the new accelerator(s), Alternative 3, and new research
reactor, Alternative 4, have not been selected.  If Alternatives 3 or 4 are
selected for implementation, site specific NEPA  documentation will be
prepared prior to site selection.

2015-2: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing activities to remediate existing contamination at Hanford are
high priority to DOE.  The Hanford Site environmental restoration
activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This
agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts
of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

Hanford cleanup is funded by DOE’s Office of the Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Management (EM).  FFTF funding is provided
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science & Technology (NE).
Further, two different congressional subcommittees oversee the
appropriations for these activities.  No monies have been or will be
taken from any EM projects at Hanford to support the FFTF. Restart
of FFTF would not impact current cleanup schedules.  If the decision is
made to shutdown the FFTF, then cleanup dollars will be needed to
deactivate the facility, which will impact the Hanford cleanup budget.
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Commentor No. 2016:  Lynn Stricker Response to Commentor No. 2016

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

9/19/00

Lynn Stricker
360_366_9108

My name is Lynn Stricker and I'm late on leaving a comment.
I would like to please shut down the FFTF reactor and focus
on clean_up. My phone number 360_366_9108. Thank you.

2016-1

2016-2

2016-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2016-2: See response to comment 2015-2.
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Commentor No. 2017:  Floy Lilley
The University of Texas at Austin

Response to Commentor No. 2017

2017-1 2017-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.



2-1724

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 2018:  Derek Campbell Response to Commentor No. 2018

From: derek campbell[SMTP:ACOUJAM@HOTMAIL.COM]
Sent: Thursday, September 21, 2000 10:28:34 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: ?Check_Subject
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Just another citizen expressing opposition to nukes in space.
Please find alternatives for the sake of us all.

Thank you,

Derek Campbell

2018-1 2018-1: As part of its charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE and it
predecessor agencies have been developing and supplying radioisotope
power systems to NASA for space exploration for more than 30 years. It
should be noted that NASA and not DOE determines the need for space
power systems.  When such a power system is required, NASA utilizes
the NEPA process to evaluate all reasonable alternatives. Plutonium-238
sources are used when it is the only mission enabling technology or
enhances mission capabilities. As stated in Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1,
research has been conducted to identify other potential fuel sources to
support these space exploration missions, but no viable alternative to
using plutonium-238 has been established.
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-1

2019-2

2019-3

2019-4

2019-5

2019-6

2019-8

2019-7

2019-1: Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation
of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation.  This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1,
that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the
case of low-level waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is
generated, if practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE
determines that use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or
other DOE sites is not practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an
exemption under DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities
(i.e., commercial facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such waste
generated from the restart and operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section
4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also address the potential impacts associated
with the waste generated from the target fabrication and processing in
FMEF and how this waste would be managed at the site.

2019-2: Researchers from many foreign countries use DOE’s high-flux research
reactors for materials testing and experimentation.  These facilities have
the capability to maintain a high density of neutrons in a given test
volume for materials testing; shorten the time needed for such testing;
tailor the neutron flux to simulate the different reactor types and
conditions; and instrument the core for close monitoring of the test
conditions.  Although the NI PEIS analyzes the expansion of U.S.
civilian nuclear research and development, it is anticipated that FFTF
would play a role in the continuing international research conducted in
the United States.  As described in Section 1.2.3 of the NI PEIS, some
specific areas of research identified are advanced reactor development
including materials and nuclear fuel research for advanced terrestrial or
space reactors and for the Accelerator Transmutation of Waste system.

2019-3: For purposes of analysis in the NI PEIS, a representative set of
isotopes was selected on the basis of recommendations of a thirteen
member Expert Panel convened by DOE in 1998 to forecast future
demand for medical isotopes, medical market forecasts, reviews of
medical literature, and more than 100 types of ongoing clinical trials
that use radioisotopes for the treatment of cancer and other diseases.
These 37 representative isotopes are listed in Table 1-1 of the NI PEIS,
along with a brief description of their medical and, in some cases,
industrial applications.  Some examples of isotopes included in the table
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-8
(Cont’d)

2019-9

2019-10

2019-11

2019-12

2019-13

2019-14

2019-15

are Actinium-227, Iodine-131, Iridium-192, Krypton-81m, Rhenium-186,
and Thorium-228.  Currently, the medical applications for the
representative isotopes primarily involve the diagnosis and treatment of
three major classes of disease - cancer, vascular disease, and
arthritis. Although these isotopes are a representative sample of
possible isotopes that could be produced, DOE expects that the actual
isotopes that would be produced at FFTF would vary from year to year
in response to the focus of clinical research and the specific market
needs occurring at that time.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
Although other manufacturers produce medical radioisotopes, DOE
remains the key provider for a large number of radioisotopes that are
used in relatively small quantities by individual researchers at
universities and hospitals.  Because their application is initially
experimental, these isotopes are not generally purchased in large-enough
quantities to make their production financially attractive to private
industry.

Supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available from
existing domestic or foreign sources, causing a number of medical
research programs to be terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed.
Under the NI PEIS proposed action and consistent with its mandates
under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE would enhance its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to, among other things, more effectively support
production of radioisotopes for medical applications and research.
DOE’s intent is to complement commercial sector capabilities to ensure
that a reliable supply of isotopes is available in the United States to
meet future demand, and to encourage the commercial sector to
privatize the production of isotopes that have established applications
to a level that would support commercial ventures.

A forecast for future demand for medical isotopes and the expected
growth rate of medical isotope use during the next 20 years is provided
in Section 1.2 of the NI PEIS.  The growth projections were adopted by
DOE as a planning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the
existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic
requirements.  In the period since the initial estimates were made, the
actual rate of growth of medical isotope use is consistent with the
Expert Panel findings.
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-15
(Cont’d)

2019-16

2019-17

2019-18

2019-19

2019-20

2019-21

2019-22

2019-23

2019-4: The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste volumes (both liquid and
solids) are provided in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS for each of the
alternatives and alternative options under the Waste Management
Sections.  Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sites
are also addressed.  These programs will be implemented for the
alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The waste generated
from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed
(i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and
state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

2019-5: FFTF can physically perform the missions in its current state without
much retrofitting.  However, there are plans to upgrade the control and
protection systems since they are older technology, and modify the
reactor to allow online insertion and retrieval of targets.  These
modifications are discussed in Section 2.3.1.1.2 of the NI PEIS.

2019-6: The NI PEIS provides a total waste volume (by waste types) generated
by the target processing and fabricating activities.  However, these
numbers are not broken out by these two activities since one would not
be done without the other.

2019-7: If a decision is made to restart FFTF, the first six years of operation
would use existing onsite mixed oxide fuel.  DOE expects that an
additional 15-year supply of mixed oxide fuel in Europe, owned by
Germany, would be available for FFTF. MOX fuel does not use highly
enriched uranium. Further, use of the Hanford MOX fuel would
dispose of a significant U.S. stockpile of highly attractive fresh
plutonium fuel by conversion to spent fuel through irradiation in FFTF.
This represents a safe, low-cost, high benefit opportunity to reduce
U.S. civilian plutonium without chemical or bulk processing.  Use of the
German MOX represents a similar advantage with respect to the
German stockpile of separated civilian plutonium.  During the period
of MOX fuel use, in support of U.S. nonproliferation policy directives,
DOE’s Office of Nonproliferation and National Security would
undertake a study under Reduced Enrichment for Research and Test
Reactors (RERTR) to consider the technical feasibility of using low
enriched uranium to fuel the FFTF.  Under this nonproliferation
protocol, if use of low enriched uranium fuel is found infeasible in
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-24

2019-25

2019-26

FFTF for meeting assigned missions, policy would allow DOE to
subsequently procure highly enriched uranium fuel for use in FFTF.
Again, this approach is consistent with U.S. nonproliferation policy.

The use of mixed oxide or highly enriched uranium to fuel the FFTF has
been rigorously evaluated in the Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation
Impact Assessment which was published in September, 2000.  This
report confirms that the manner in which these fuels would be used, as
described in the PEIS, is consistent with nonproliferation policy

2019-8: Other than the missions discussed in the NI PEIS, no alternate uses for
FFTF are being considered at this time.  None of the alternatives in the
NI PEIS include defense missions nor would any contribute to future
weapons production.  All missions considered in the NI PEIS are for
civilian purposes.

2019-9: To address the question of whether it is safe to restart the FFTF, the
risks associated with the restart of the FFTF have been analyzed in the
NI PEIS.  These risks include the impacts from normal operations,
accidents, and the transportation of material (new and spent fuel,
medical isotopes) to and from the facility.  Information on each of these
impacts is presented in Chapter 2, Chapter 4, and Appendixes H, I, and
J of the PEIS.  These risks have been presented in terms of the risk of
additional fatalities (in most cases additional cancer fatalities) should
the reactor be restarted.  In all alternatives that include the restart of the
FFTF, the most likely result of implementation of the alternative is that
there will be no additional fatalities.

The FFTF can be operated safely to accomplish the mission as
described in the NI PEIS. The analyses presented in this NI PEIS
reflect the proposed changes to the reactor core (including fuel and
irradiation targets) to perform the stated missions.  In the event that
FFTF restart is selected in the Record of Decision, a new Safety
Analysis Report, including a Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA), will
be prepared and it will address any changes in plant configuration,
operating conditions and procedures.  The revised safety analyses will
be subjected to a thorough independent review process.

2019-10: The costs of FFTF restart presented in the Cost Report include facility
and safety modifications as well as revision of the Safety Analysis
Report.
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-27

2019-28

2019-29

2019-30

2019-31

2019-11: Sites with existing reactor facilities analyzed in this EIS are Hanford,
INEEL, and ORR, and a generic CLWR.  Processing facilities analyzed
are at Hanford INEEL, and ORR.  The NI PEIS discusses a generic
DOE site for possible construction of a new research reactor or
accelerator(s).  DOE also analyzed a number of other sites and facilities
within the DOE complex; however, these were dismissed for a variety
of reasons as stated in Section 2.6.

2019-12: For nearly 50 years, DOE’s use of its unique technologies and
capabilities to develop isotopes for civilian purposes has enabled the
widespread application of medical isotopes seen today. While its
market share is a small fraction of total world radioisotope production,
DOE remains the key provider for a large number of radioisotopes that
are used in relatively small quantities by individual researchers at
universities and hospitals. Because their application is initially
experimental, these isotopes are not generally purchased in large-enough
quantities to make their production financially attractive to private
industry.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available
from existing domestic or foreign sources, causing a number of medical
research programs to be terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed.
Under the NI PEIS proposed action and consistent with its mandates
under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE would enhance its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to, among other things, more effectively  support
production of radioisotopes for medical applications and research.

It appears from the flow of the commentor’s comments that the
question can be rephrased as “Can the isotopes produced by FFTF be
produced elsewhere in the same amounts?”  Operational facilities in the
United States jointly do not have the available production capacity to
match the variety and quantity of isotopes that could be produced at
FFTF.

2019-13: DOE notes the commentor’s interest in processing nuclear wastes into
useful products. In general, issues of waste processing are beyond the
scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.  Normally pure target
materials are selected for irradiation for the production of isotopes to
assure that relatively pure materials are produced.  Transmutation of
nuclear wastes research and development experiments could be
supported by FFTF.
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-32

2019-33

2019-34

2019-35

2019-36

2019-37

2019-38

2019-39

2019-40

2019-41

2019-42

2019-14: The NI PEIS projects that approximately 175 kilograms of plutonium-238
would be produced over a 35-year period.  At this time, DOE is
not aware of any foreign opposition to this mission.

Plutonium-238 can be produced in FFTF, another research reactor, a
commercial light water reactor, or in an accelerator.  Although research
to identify other potential fuel sources to support these space
exploration missions has been conducted, no viable alternative to using
plutonium-238 has been established.  DOE could purchase
plutonium-238 from Russia to satisfy its responsibility to supply
NASA with the necessary fuel to support future space exploration
missions.  Under the current contract set to expire in 2002, the United
states is authorized to purchase up to 40 kilograms of plutonium-238,
with the total available for purchase in any one year limited to 10
kilograms.  However, DOE does not stockpile large quantities of
Russian plutonium-238 long in advance of needs due to budget
constraints and the additional processing required to remove decay
products that occur following extended storage of the material.  To date,
DOE has purchased approximately 9 kilograms of plutonium-238 under
this contract.  Future purchases under the current contract with Russia
are negotiable through calendar year 2003.  DOE recognizes that this is a
viable option and has analyzed this option under the No Action
Alternative.

2019-15: The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  Such an ancillary document need
only be made available to the public prior to any decision being made
under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE
mailed this document to about 730 interested parties on
August 24, 2000.  The report was made available immediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public
reading rooms. The cost report contains costs for FFTF standby mode,
startup, operation, and deactivation.  Since all of the missions are not
generate revenue, DOE will not recoup its costs for the project.  DOE
has provided a summary of the Cost Report in Volume 2, Appendix P.

2019-16: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-42
(Cont’d)

2019-43

2019-44

2019-45

2019-46

2019-47

2019-48

2019-49

Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology,  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the
FFTF through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology
(NE).  The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which has no funding
connection to Hanford cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

2019-17: As discussed in Chapter 2 of the NI PEIS, FFTF has demonstrated its
capability to function as a nuclear science and irradiation services user
facility.  Its large core size, flux spectrum, demonstrated testing
capability, and rated power levels provide a multipurpose facility
suitable for medical and industrial isotope production, plutonium-238
production, and nuclear research and development related to a broad
range of materials, advanced reactors, advanced fuels, and waste
transmutation.  Although FFTF was used primarily to evaluate reactor
fuels and different fuel assembly materials during its 10 years of
operation, the reactor facility has also supported large and varied test
programs for industry, nuclear energy (domestic and international),
medical isotope applications and research, space nuclear power, and
fusion research programs.  A more detailed description of FFTF and its
capabilities is included in Appendix D of the NI PEIS.

2019-18: All the alternatives evaluated for meeting requirements of the missions
identified in the PEIS are reasonable.

2019-19: A preferred alternative is the alternative an agency believes best
accomplishes the proposed actions, given consideration to
environmental, technical, economic, and other information available at
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2019-50

2019-51

2019-52

2019-53

2019-54

the time.  In accordance with CEQ implementing regulations
(40 CFR 1502.14(e)), DOE has identified its preferred alternative for
accomplishing the stated missions in Section 2.8 of Volume 1 of this
Final NI PEIS and includes a discussion of DOE’s reasons for
selecting it.

2019-20: DOE analyzed a range of reasonable alternatives and options.  In fact,
including the No Action Alternative, 23 different combinations of
irradiation and processing facility options were examined.  This was
done in order to determine the range of environmental impacts that may
be encountered.  Since combinations of sites and facilities other than
those set forth in the PEIS may be selected (see Section 1.3 of Volume 1),
the broad range of reasonable alternatives analyzed also bounds
these other possible options.

2019-21: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during
the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for
therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic
applications.  These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by
NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective
advice regarding the future form of its isotope research and production
activities.  DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning
tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the
period since the initial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of
medical isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE’s charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for



2-1738

F
inal P

rogram
m

atic E
nvironm

ental Im
pact Statem

ent for A
ccom

plishing E
xpanded C

ivilian N
uclear E

nergy R
esearch and D

evelopm
ent a nd

Isotope P
roduction M

issions in the U
nited States, Including the R

ole of the F
ast F

lux Test F
acility

Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-54
(Cont’d)

2019-55

2019-56

2019-57

2019-58

2019-59

2019-60

2019-61

maintaining the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms
(19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support
future NASA space missions.  Based on NASA guidance to DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory
will be exhausted by approximately 2005.  Under the No Action
Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet
the space mission needs for the 35-year evaluation period considered in
the NI PEIS.  However, DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond
what is currently available to the United States through the existing
contract would likely require negotiation of a new contract and may
require additional NEPA review.

2019-22: Section 1.2.1 of  Volume 1 discusses the need for isotopes based on the
Expert Panel and NERAC subcommittee recommendations.  As
discussed in the previous response and presented in Section 1.5 of
Volume 1, the recommendations of these independent review groups
were taken into consideration in developing the range of reasonable
alternatives evaluated in the NI PEIS.  NERAC is an independent
Federal advisory committee appointed by the Secretary of Energy to
advise DOE on civilian nuclear energy research program as noted in
Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

The need for plutonium-238 to support NASA’s mission is discussed
in the previous response and further in Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1.

2019-23: As discussed throughout Section 4.3 of Volume 1, none of the
proposed alternatives would add waste to the high-level waste tanks at
Hanford.

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation
of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation.  This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order
435.1, that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the
case of low-level waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is
generated, if practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE
determines that use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or
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2019-62

2019-63

2019-64

2019-65

2019-66

2019-67

2019-68

other DOE sites is not practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an
exemption under DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities
(i.e., commercial facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such waste
generated from the restart and operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section
4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4 3.1.13 also address the potential impacts associated
with the waste generated from the target fabrication and processing in
FMEF and how this waste would be managed at the site.

2019-24: The maintenance of certain technical capabilities represented in the
employees at FFTF is not part of the DOE missions, which include the
production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of
plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and development.
However, DOE acknowledges that FFTF could provide a platform for
training the next generation of nuclear scientists in the United States.

2019-25: 33.  Approximately 242 people are employed in maintaining FFTF in
the standby mode.  If FFTF is restarted, 410 people will be needed to
operate it.

34.  There is no direct payment for the socioeconomic impacts on local
governments.  As work expands within a region, the money spent on
accomplishing this work flows into the local economy.  It is spent on
additional jobs, goods, and services within the region.  The increased
taxes realized by local governments, from income taxes, sales taxes, etc.,
are expected to cover the cost of any socioeconomic impact.

2019-26: Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation
of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation.  This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order
435.1, that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the
case of low-level waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is
generated, if practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE
determines that use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or
other DOE sites is not practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an
exemption under DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities
(i.e., commercial facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such waste
generated from the restart and operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section
4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also address the potential impacts associated
with the waste generated from the target fabrication and processing in
FMEF and how this waste would be managed at the site.
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(Cont’d)

2019-69

2019-70

2019-71

2019-72

2019-73

2019-74

2019-75

2019-76

2019-77

2019-78

If an exemption is approved to use commercial facilities, these facilities
have not been identified at this time, therefore, it is premature at this
time to determine whether or not wastes resulting from the operation of
FFTF would be shipped across Oregon highways.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions
for all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization
programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These
programs will be implemented for the alternative selected in the Record
of Decision.

2019-27: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns.  The purpose of the NI PEIS is
not to “enhance our domestic infrastructure capability.”  Rather, the
purpose of the NI PEIS is to evaluate the potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed expansion of DOE’s nuclear
infrastructure which would enable DOE to fulfill three missions:
ensuring the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial, and research
applications; meeting the nuclear material needs of other Federal
agencies (i.e., NASA); and undertaking research and development
activities related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during
the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for
therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic
applications.  These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by
NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective
advice regarding the future form of its isotope research and production
activities.  DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning
tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the
period since the initial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of
medical isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.
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2019-80

2019-81

2019-82

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE’s charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for
maintaining the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms
(19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support
future NASA space missions.  Based on NASA guidance to DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory
will be exhausted by approximately 2005.  Under the No Action
Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet
the space mission needs for the 35-year evaluation period considered in
the NI PEIS.  However, DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond
what is currently available to the United States through the existing
contract would likely require negotiation of a new contract and may
require additional NEPA review.

The United States is and will continue to cooperate with foreign
countries in medical research, space exploration, and nuclear energy
research.  For example, researchers from many foreign countries use
DOE’s high-flux research reactors for materials testing and
experimentation.  These facilities have the capability to maintain a high
density of neutrons in a given test volume for materials testing; shorten
the time needed for such testing; tailor the neutron flux to simulate the
different reactor types and conditions; and instrument the core for close
monitoring of the test conditions.  Although the NI PEIS analyzes the
expansion of U.S. civilian nuclear research and development, it is
anticipated that DOE facilities would play a role in the continuing
international research conducted in the United States.

2019-28: This NI PEIS presents a range of reasonable alternatives for
consideration with respect to the decisions to be made for expansion of
civilian nuclear energy research and development and isotope
production missions in the United States.  These actions are
appropriately considered within the context of a programmatic EIS.
While neither NEPA nor the CEQ implementing regulations provides a
specific definition for what constitutes a “programmatic” EIS, CEQ’s
definition of a Major Federal Action (see 40 CFR 1508.18(b)(3))
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2019-83

2019-84

2019-85

2019-86

indicates, in part, that a group of actions undertaken to “implement a
specific policy or plan” constitutes a program.  Also, CEQ’s guidelines
for tiering EISs clearly state that broader EIS analyses are appropriate
for “national program or policy statements” from which subsequent,
more site-specific analyses may have to be prepared (40 CFR 1502.20
and 40 CFR 1508.28(a)).  This NI PEIS has a broad, national-level
scope associated with the selection of facilities and site locations for
accomplishing multiple missions.  However, the selection of facilities
and site locations for accomplishing expanded civilian nuclear energy
research and development and isotope production missions is not a
political decision and is not biased.  DOE evaluated each environmental
resource area in a consistent, unbiased manner across all the alternatives
to allow for a fair comparison among the various alternatives.

2019-29: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding what is evaluated in the
NI PEIS.  Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act,
DOE is proposing the nuclear infrastructure expansion for the purposes
of addressing three primary needs:

1) to support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes
for medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a
panel of experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear
Energy Research Advisory Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by
re-establishing a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel
source that is required for deep space missions and for which the United
States has no long-term, assured supply; and

3) to support civilian nuclear research and development needs in order
to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable
component of the United States’ energy portfolio.  The NI PEIS
evaluates the environmental impacts of a range of reasonable alternatives
for accomplishing this mission.  In addition to restarting the FFTF, the
NI PEIS also evaluates alternatives that would either employ the use of
existing facilities or rely on the construction of new facilities.

2019-30: DOE has made every effort to make this NI PEIS objective. This
NI PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021),



2-1743

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-87

2019-88

2019-89

2019-90

2019-91

2019-92

2019-93

2019-94

2019-95

2019-96

2019-97

2019-98

respectively.  DOE evaluated each environmental resource area in a
consistent, unbiased manner across all the alternatives to allow a fair
comparison among the various alternatives.  This was accomplished
through review and evaluation of site-specific information on the
environmental conditions prevailing at ORR, INEEL, and Hanford to
include a comprehensive analysis of the associated environmental and
health risks of each alternative.

2019-31: A number of facilities, including smaller facilities, other than those
selected for detailed analysis in the NI PEIS, were considered, but were
dismissed from further consideration (see Section 2.6 of Volume 1).
Among the reasons that some were dismissed was the fact that they
lacked sufficient neutron production capacity, were fully dedicated to
existing missions, were not capable of steady-state neutron production,
had insufficient power to sustain adequate steady-state neutron
production, were unable to produce a constant, reliable source of
neutrons due to dependency on operating schedules of their primary
missions, are under construction with capacity fully dedicated to other
panned mission, or have been permanently shut down.

2019-32: The environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives to fulfill the
requirements of the missions were disclosed and evaluated in the
NI PEIS.  DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose all
required information to make a decision on expanding nuclear
infrastructure.  The costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of
proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ regulations to be
included in a PEIS.  DOE prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear
Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to provide
additional pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy so that he
may make an informed decision with respect to the alternatives
presented in the NI PEIS.  Such ancillary documents need only be made
available to the public prior to any decision being made under CEQ
regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE mailed these
documents to more than 730 interested parties on August 24 and
September 8, 2000, respectively.  Both reports were made available
immediately upon release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov)
and in the public reading rooms.  DOE has also provided summaries of
the Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact
Assessment in Appendixes P and Q, respectively, in the Final NI PEIS.
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2019-100

2019-101

2019-102

2019-103

2019-104

2019-105

2019-106

2019-107

2019-108

2019-109

2019-33: For analysis purposes, the NI PEIS evaluates impacts from facility
construction, modification, startup, and 35 years of operation, followed
by decommissioning when applicable.  The 35-year operating period is
based upon the estimated length of time existing DOE irradiation
facilities would continue operating if used for accomplishing the
missions described in the NI PEIS.  This timeframe also accommodates
current projections that indicate the demand for radioisotopes and
nuclear research and development requiring these expansion will extend
for at least the next 20 years.

2019-34: The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions
for all alternatives and alternative options. Waste treatment, storage,
and disposal facilities for the wastes expected to be generated are
identified in Chapter 4 under the Waste Management sections of the
NI PEIS.  Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sites
are also addressed.  These programs will be implemented for the
alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The waste generated
from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed
(i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and
state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.  Mismanagement
of wastes and its associated impacts are not discussed in the NI PEIS.

The NI PEIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca
Mountain, Nevada, would be the final disposal site for  DOE’s high
level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel.  As directed by the
U.S. Congress through the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended,
Yucca Mountain is the only candidate site currently being characterized as
a potential geologic repository for high-level radioactive waste and spent
nuclear fuel.  DOE has prepared a separate EIS, “Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent
Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain,
Nye County, Nevada” (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes
the environmental impacts from construction, operation and monitoring
related transportation, and eventual closure of a potential geological
repository.

2019-35: The environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives to fulfill the
requirements of the missions were disclosed and evaluated in the
NI PEIS.  DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose all
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2019-110

2019-111

2019-112

2019-113

2019-114

2019-115

2019-116

2019-117

2019-118

2019-119

2019-120

2019-121

2019-122

required information to make a decision on expanding nuclear
infrastructure.  The costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of
proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ regulations to be
included in a PEIS.  DOE prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear
Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to provide
additional pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy so that he
may make an informed decision with respect to the alternatives
presented in the NI PEIS.  Such ancillary documents need only be made
available to the public prior to any decision being made under CEQ
regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE mailed these
documents to more than 730 interested parties on August 24 and
September 8, 2000, respectively.  Both reports were made available
immediately upon release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov)
and in the public reading rooms.  DOE has also provided summaries of
the Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact
Assessment in Appendixes P and Q, respectively, in the Final NI PEIS.

2019-36: DOE notes the commentor’s opinion.  As stated in the Notice of Intent
(64 FR 50064), one of the purposes of the proposed action is to
determine the future role of FFTF.

2019-37: The costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of proposed actions are
not required by NEPA and CEQ regulations to be included in a PEIS.
DOE prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to provide additional pertinent
information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an
informed decision with respect to the alternatives presented in the
NI PEIS.  Such ancillary documents need only be made available to the
public prior to any decision being made under CEQ regulations (40 CFR
Part 1505.1(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE mailed these documents to
more than 730 interested parties on August 24 and September 8, 2000,
respectively.  Both reports were made available immediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public
reading rooms.  DOE has also provided summaries of the Cost Report
and Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in
Appendixes P and Q, respectively, in the Final NI PEIS.

2019-38: It is assumed that the commentor is referencing the use of the proposed
Canister Storage Building that would be used for the interim storage of
immobilized high-level waste canisters produced by the River
Protection Project-Waste Treatment Plant.  This facility would not be
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2019-122
(Cont’d)

2019-123

2019-124

2019-125

2019-126

2019-127

2019-128

2019-129

2019-130

2019-131

2019-132

2019-133

2019-134

2019-135

used as part of the proposed action and alternatives considered
including activities under Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. Management of
wastes that would be generated under implementation of Alternative 1,
Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 (e.g., see
Section 4.3.1.1.13).

2019-39: Restarting FFTF could have a positive socioeconomic impact on the
Hanford area.  Socioeconomic impacts associated with Alternative 1,
Restarting FFTF, are discussed in Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS.

2019-40: DOE notes the commentor’s concern over the costs of maintaining DOE
facilities in standby.  Cost concerns related to this, as well as to all the
alternatives in the PEIS will be considered in reaching a decision on
managing the DOE nuclear infrastructure.  DOE prepared a separate
Cost Report and Nuclear Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to
provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy so
that he may make an informed decision with respect to the alternatives
presented in the NI PEIS.  Such ancillary documents need only be made
available to the public prior to any decision being made under CEQ
regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE mailed these
documents to more than 730 interested parties on August 24 and
September 8, 2000, respectively.  Both reports were made available
immediately upon release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov)
and in the public reading rooms.  DOE has also provided summaries of
the Cost Report and Nuclear Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in
Appendixes P and Q, respectively, in the Final NI PEIS.

Reaching a decision will help DOE make best use of its
nuclear facilities, and minimize the time any must remain in a standby
condition. Even after a decision is made, however, DOE’s
budget requests to use its facilities must be approved by the Congress.

2019-41: The uncertainty of cost projections is well understood and is included
in a separate Cost Report analyzing each of the PEIS alternatives.
Future adjustments in project scope or schedule, or future policy
changes, may change such projections beyond any uncertainties.  Even
so, the analyses in the Cost Report allow a comparative evaluation by
the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an informed decision with
respect to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.

Even after a decision is made, however, DOE’s budget
requests must be approved each year by the Congress, which
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2019-135
(Cont’d)

2019-136

2019-137

2019-138

2019-139

2019-140

2019-141

determines how funds are allocated.  DOE spends monies consistent
with Congressional direction.

2019-42: The Final PEIS does not address the dismantlement of the FFTF.  If the
Secretary of Energy decides in the Record of Decision to deactivate
FFTF, DOE would request funding to implement this
decision.  In this budget request, DOE would indicate under
which office FFTF deactivation would be funded and managed.
Congress  would determine where the funding would be appropriated
and managed, either approving, denying or modifying DOE’s
request.  The budget decisions are thereby made binding.

2019-43: DOE notes the commentor’s view.

2019-44: The No Action Alternative, which is required by Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1502.14 (d)), requires DOE
to consider the continuation of its present course of action, which
includes maintaining FFTF in standby.  The No Action Alternative
provides an alternative to which the action alternatives may be
compared.  It should be noted that permanent deactivation of FFTF is a
part of all other alternatives analyzed in the NI PEIS, except
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2019-45: This NI PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE
implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and
10 CFR Part 1021), respectively.  DOE evaluated each environmental
resource area in a consistent, unbiased manner across all the alternatives
to allow a fair comparison among the various alternatives.  No final
decisions have been made with regard to the facilities and locations
evaluated to fulfill the requirements of the stated missions, which
include the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the
production of plutonium-238 for NASA space missions, and nuclear
research and development.  However, in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1502.14(e)), DOE has
identified its preferred alternative in Volume 1, Section 2.8 of the Final
NI PEIS and includes a discussion of DOE’s reasons for selecting it.
DOE’s Record of Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on a number
of factors including environmental impacts, public input, costs,
nonproliferation impacts, schedules, technical assurance, and other
policy and programmatic objectives.
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2019-142

2019-143

2019-144

2019-145

2019-146

2019-147

2019-148

2019-149

2019-150

2019-151

2019-152

CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA require that EISs be written
in plain language so that they can be more easily understood and that
the EIS be accompanied by a summary of the EIS’s content (40 CFR
1502.8 and 1502.12, respectively).  DOE strives to produce NEPA
documentation and related materials that are easily understood by the
public by avoiding the use of jargon, defining technical terms and
concepts through the use of common comparisons, avoiding the use of
acronyms to the extent possible, and provision of a summary that is
clear and concise, among other means.  In order to improve the public’s
comprehension and understanding of the PEIS, this Final NI PEIS
reflects revisions that have been made to eliminate some redundant and
extraneous information while some sections have been reorganized to
improve readability.  For example, the summary of environmental
impacts (Volume 1, Section 2.7) has been reorganized by environmental
resource area so that impacts in each area (e.g., waste management) can
be quickly gauged across all alternatives.

2019-46: See response to comments 2019-11 and 2019-20.

2019-47: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns about the need for radioactive
isotopes in medical procedures and the wastes produced in their
production.  Radioisotopes are used for both therapy and diagnosis.  In
ongoing clinical testing, therapeutic isotopes have proven effective in
treating cancer and other illnesses by cell-directed localized radiation
therapy (i.e., deploying antibodies or carriers of radioisotopes to seek
and destroy invasive cancer cells).  This directed therapy can minimize
adverse side effects (e.g., healthy tissue damage, nausea, hair loss),
making it an effective, attractive alternative to traditional chemotherapy
or radiation treatments.  In addition to therapy for cancer and other
illnesses, radioisotopes are also used for diagnostic purposes, such as
imaging internal organs.  Unlike conventional radiology, imaging with
radioisotopes reveals organ function and structure, which provides
additional data for a more accurate diagnosis, and assists in the early
detection of abnormalities.  The generation of wastes from the
production of medical isotopes, which are small in comparison to the
candidate sites’ current generation rates, are discussed for each
alternative in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS.  The additional waste generated
would only have a small impact on the management of wastes at the
candidate sites.

DOE notes the difficulty in reliably predicting isotopic needs for future
uses in research and medicine.  DOE has sought independent analysis of
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2019-153

2019-154

2019-155

2019-156
2019-157

2019-158

2019-160

2019-161

2019-162
2019-163

2019-164

2019-165

2019-166

2019-159

trends in the use of medical isotopes, and of its continuing role in this
sector, consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In
doing so, it established two expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the
NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert Panel, which convened to forecast future
demand for medical isotopes, estimated that the expected growth rate of
medical isotope use during the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14
percent per year for therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per
year for diagnostic applications.  These findings were later reviewed
and endorsed by NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with
expert, objective advice regarding the future form of its isotope research
and production activities.  DOE has adopted these growth projections
as a planning tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing
nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In
the period since the initial estimates were made, the actual rate of
growth of medical isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel
findings.  Section 1.2.1 was revised to incorporate this information and
to clarify DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial
isotope production needs.

2019-48: DOE radiological control requirements (for both workers and the public
are designed with the intent to meet the legal requirements for the safe
operation of DOE facilities contained within 10 CFR 835.  In order to
meet these requirements, DOE has established the DOE Radiological
Health and Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1, April 26 1996) and developed
a DOE Standard: Radiological Control (DOE-STD-1098-99, July 1999).
Worker safety (radiological protection) is a key element of the both
the  Policy and the Standard. The policy states in part that Department
of Energy facilities must “conduct radiological operations in a manner
that controls the spread of radioactive materials and reduces exposure
to the workforce and the general public and that utilizes a process that
seeks exposure levels as low as reasonably achievable.”  Each
DOE site, including Hanford, is required to implement
a radiological control program with the intent to meet this policy goal,
using as guidance the radiological control standard.  The health and
safety impacts on workers associated with both medical isotope
production and plutonium production are presented in Appendix H of
the NI PEIS.  The worker dose associated with the irradiation of target
materials is independent of the type of target material being irradiated.
The worker dose is a function of the type of reactor, operating
procedures and radiological control measures in use at the facility.  The
average worker dose associated with processing of the irradiated targets
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
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Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-166
(Cont’d)

2019-167

2019-168

2019-169

2019-170

2019-171

2019-172

2019-173

2019-174

2019-175
2019-176
2019-177

2019-178

are very similar for both medical isotopes and the irradiated neptunium
targets. Based on the assessment of worker health impacts for the range
of reasonable alternatives and options that make use of Hanford
facilities, the most likely impact of the use of these facilities is no
increase in cancer fatalities among the facility workers.  For example in
Alternative 1 option 3, all of the activities (target irradiation and
processing) occur at Hanford facilities.  As shown in Section 4.3.3.1.9,
the expected consequences are less than one additional fatal cancer
among the workforce; that is, no additional fatal cancers are expected.

The estimates of the potential human health impacts associated with
the range of reasonable alternatives proposed for the production of
isotopes for medical uses, research and development, and as heat
sources for radioisotope power systems also shows that the impacts
from  the production of medical isotopes and from the production of
radionuclide heat sources are very similar.  Sections 4.3 through 4.6 of
Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of potential health
impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of each
of the alternatives including  normal operations and a spectrum of
accidents that included severe accidents.  The environmental analysis
showed that radiological and nonradiological risks associated with each
alternative would be small.

2019-49: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
radioisotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with
its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established
two expert committees.  In 1998, an Expert Panel convened  to forecast
future demand for medical isotopes estimated that the expected growth
rate of medical isotope use during the next 20 years will range between
7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16
percent per year for diagnostic applications.  These findings were later
reviewed and endorsed by DOE’s Nuclear Energy Research Advisory
Committee (NERAC), established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert,
objective advice regarding the future form of its isotope research and
production activities.  The growth projections were also adopted by
DOE as a planning tool for  evaluating the potential capability of the
existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet programmatic
requirements.  In the period since the initial estimates were made, the
actual growth of medical isotope use has tracked at levels consistent
with the Expert Panel findings.
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2019-178
(Cont’d)

2019-179

2019-180

2019-181

2019-182

2019-183

2019-184

2019-185

2019-186

2019-187

2019-188

2019-189

DOE notes the commentor’s concern that producing research isotopes
at FFTF would be “overkill.”  It would not be cost effective to restart
FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of various
research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both  research and commercial
isotopes would be viable if operated in concert with producing
plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research and
development for civilian applications.  As the NERAC report states:
“In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the
high flux of fast neutrons and large irradiation volume in FFTF, that
could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is best
suited for commercial interests who might consider its use for isotope
production.”  In recognition of these constraints on its operational
feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF when coupled
with the other stated missions. While some existing reactors may
possess the potential capability or capacity to support research
isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report, it is unlikely
that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to support
projected needs could be accomplished without disturbing the existing
missions of these facilities.

The Final Report issued in April 2000 by the NERAC Subcommittee
for Isotope Research and Production Planning identifies the need for
expanded production of both medical and industrial isotopes.  The
proposed action similarly includes expanded production of industrial
isotopes, as discussed in Section 1.2 of the NI PEIS.  Industrial
isotopes are needed to support both academic research, and industrial
research and development applications.  These applications fall into the
three broad categories of nucleonic instrumentation, irradiation and
radiation processing, and technologies that use radioactive tracers.

The Expert Panel and NERAC reports were each used in developing the
NI PEIS, and made available to the public at the NI PEIS public
information centers and on the Internet at www.nuclear.gov.

2019-50: As presently structured, the alternatives do not provide for the
production of medical/industrial isotopes and plutonium-238 in two
different reactors; however, as stated in Section 1.3 of Volume 1 , DOE
could choose to combine components of several alternatives in selecting
the most appropriate strategy.  Thus, it is possible that such an
alternative could be developed.  It should be noted that at the present
time existing research reactors do make medical/research isotopes;
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
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2019-190

2019-191

2019-192

2019-193

2019-194

2019-195

2019-196

2019-197
2019-198

2019-199

2019-200

2019-201

however, these facilities would be fully used within a 5- to 10-year
period if no enhancements to the existing nuclear facility infrastructure
are implemented.

2019-51: DOE notes the difficulty in reliably predicting isotopic needs for future
uses in research and medicine.  Section 1.2.1 of  Volume 1 discusses the
need for isotopes based on the Expert Panel and NERAC subcommittee
recommendations.  As further discussed in Section 1.5 of Volume 1, the
recommendations of these independent review groups were taken into
consideration in developing the range of reasonable alternatives
evaluated in the NI PEIS.  NERAC is an independent Federal advisory
committee appointed by the Secretary of Energy to advise DOE on
civilian nuclear energy research program.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In 1998, the Expert Panel,
which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during
the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for
therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic
applications.  These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by
NERAC.  DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning
tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the
period since the initial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of
medical isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information
and to clarify DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial
isotope production needs.

For nearly 50 years, DOE’s use of its unique technologies and
capabilities to develop isotopes for civilian purposes has enabled the
widespread application of medical isotopes seen today. While its
market share is a small fraction of total world radioisotope production,
DOE remains the key provider for a large number of radioisotopes that
are used in relatively small quantities by individual researchers at
universities and hospitals. Because their application is initially
experimental, these isotopes are not generally purchased in
large-enough quantities to make their production financially attractive
to private industry.
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2019-202
2019-203

2019-204

2019-205

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical isotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available
from existing domestic or foreign sources, causing a number of medical
research programs to be terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed.
Under the NI PEIS proposed action and consistent with its mandates
under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE would enhance its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to, among other things, more effectively  support
production of radioisotopes for medical applications and research.

Currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE’s isotope production
capability is being used.  Much of the remaining isotope production
capability is dispersed throughout the DOE complex.  This capability
supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used due to the
operating constraints associated with the facilities’ primary missions
basic energy sciences or defense).  DOE is currently meeting most of its
short-term requirements. However, in the long-term (next 5 to 10 years)
there will be a shortfall in available DOE capacity to meet demand.
Should the isotope demand grow consistent with the Expert Panel
Report, as it has recently, or if DOE’s  market share increases, there
will be a need for expanded isotope production capacity in the short
term (less than 5 years).  DOE has not received any comments or input
from the National Institutes of Health on the NI PEIS.

2019-52: The commentor’s interests in foreign medical research and alternative
cancer treatments are noted, although these topics are outside of the
scope of the NI PEIS.  As discussed in Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1, one
of the DOE’s missions is to insure a reliable supply of medical isotopes
for clinical applications and medical research.

2019-53: Risks associated with transporting medical radioisotopes are included in
the analysis described in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and Section J.5.3 of
Appendix J.  The analysis conservatively assumes that all medical,
industrial and research and development isotopes are shipped via air to
an east coast distribution facility.  The maximum transportation
impacts for these isotopes are given in Table J-7.  The incident-free risk
to the public is 0.0037 latent cancer fatalities and the accident risk is
0.53 latent cancer fatalities.  Transportation risks are summarized in
Section 2.7.1.6 of Volume 1.
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Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-54: Diagnostic radioisotopes are used for imaging internal organs.  Unlike
conventional radiology, imaging with radioisotopes reveals organ
function and structure, which provides additional data for a more
accurate diagnosis, and assists in the early detection of abnormalities.
In ongoing clinical testing, therapeutic isotopes have proven effective in
treating cancer and other illnesses by cell-directed localized radiation
therapy (i.e., deploying antibodies or carriers of radioisotopes to see
and destroy invasive cancer cells).  This directed therapy can minimize
adverse side effects (e.g., healthy tissue damage, nausea, hair loss),
making it an effective, attractive alternative to traditional chemotherapy
or radiation treatments.

The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its
medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.
However, supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available
from existing domestic or foreign sources, causing a number of medical
research programs to be terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed.
Under the NI PEIS proposed action and consistent with its mandates
under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE would enhance its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to, among other things, more effectively  support
production of radioisotopes for medical applications and research.

For nearly 50 years, DOE’s use of its unique technologies and
capabilities to develop isotopes for civilian purposes has enabled the
widespread application of medical isotopes seen today. While its
market share is a small fraction of total world radioisotope production,
DOE remains the key provider for a large number of radioisotopes that
are used in relatively small quantities by individual researchers at
universities and hospitals. Because their application is initially
experimental, these isotopes are not generally purchased in large-enough
quantities to make their production financially attractive to private
industry.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
radioisotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with
its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it has
established two expert committees.  The first, a thirteen-member Expert
Panel convened in 1998 to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
included academicians from leading medical universities and schools of
public health, and professional affiliations ranging from the National
Cancer Institute to manufacturers of radiopharmaceuticals.  The second
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2019-206

2019-207

2019-206

consists of  a subcommittee of DOE’s Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee (NERAC), established in 1999 to provide DOE
with expert, objective advice regarding the future form of its isotope
research and production activities.  The members of this Subcommittee
were selected based upon their expertise and experience in the
production, processing, distribution, and application of stable and
radioactive isotopes in the biological and physical sciences, and in
medicine.  The members included basic and clinical scientists,
administrators, the radiopharmaceutical industry, and users of isotopes
from academia and the federal government.  The studies that were
conducted by these expert committees looked at the economics of
medical isotope production.  The Expert Panel and NERAC reports
were each used in developing the NI PEIS, and made available to the
public at the NI PEIS public information centers and on the Internet at
www.nuclear.gov

2019-55: Medical isotopes are currently being produce in the Untied States;
however, the United States currently purchases approximately 90
percent of its medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most
notably Canada.  However, Canada only supplies a limited number of
economically attractive commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99),
and it does not supply research isotopes or the diverse array of
medical and industrial isotopes considered in the NI PEIS.  As such,
reliance on Canadian sources of isotopes to satisfy projected U.S.
isotope needs would not meet DOE’s mission requirements.
Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been revised to clarify DOE’s isotope
production role and other producers’ capabilities to fulfill U.S. isotope
needs. Supplies of many research isotopes are not readily available from
existing domestic or foreign sources, causing a number of medical
research programs to be terminated, deferred, or seriously delayed.
Under the NI PEIS proposed action and consistent with its mandates
under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE would enhance its existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to, among other things, more effectively support
production of radioisotopes for medical applications.

As noted in Table 2-7 of the PEIS, the total volume of radioactive
waste produced by use of either the FFTF or a new accelerator would
be close to the same, with the accelerator alternative actually producing
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2019-208

2019-209

2019-210

2019-211

slightly more waste.  However, it should be noted that a reactor
produces spent nuclear fuel, while an accelerator does not.

2019-56: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during
the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for
therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic
applications.  These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by
NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective
advice regarding the future form of its isotope research and production
activities.  DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning
tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the
period since the initial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of
medical isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

2019-57: The Spallation Neutron Source at ORR was considered, but was
dismissed since once completed it will be fully dedicated to other
planned missions (see Section 2.6.1 of Volume 1).

2019-58: See response to 2019-56.

2019-59: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF, and concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement.

DOE’s also notes the commentor’s lack of confidence in DOE.
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2019-60: The waste generated by each alternative and alternative option were
compared to the site’s current waste generation.  Section 4.8.3 was
revised to include waste treatment, storage and disposal facility
capacities so that the total maximum waste volume that would be
generated for each site in addition to current site activities and
reasonably foreseeable activities can be compared to the site’s storage,
treatment and disposal capacities.

2019-61: All environmental parameters (e.g. air, soil, surface water, groundwater,
vegetation, animals, fish, etc.) in and around the Hanford Site are
monitored on a set frequency.  The information is available to the
public in annual environmental monitoring reports.  Cumulative impacts
as a result of the proposed action are included in Section 4.8 of the
PEIS.

DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the risk of
contamination to the Columbia River.  FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles
from the Columbia River.  There are no discharges to the river from
FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous discharges to groundwater.  As
indicated in analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections
4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4, 4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be
no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at
Hanford from operation of Hanford facilities that would support the
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford
Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology,  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  The U.S. Congress funds the
Hanford cleanup through the Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF through the Office of
Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).  The nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would also
be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford cleanup
activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear
infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted
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funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s)
selected.

2019-62: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The accident analysis included a review of internal
events (e.g., equipment failures, human errors), external events
(e.g., airplane crashes, nearby explosions, fires), natural phenomena
(e.g., floods, tornadoes, earthquakes), common-cause events, and
sabotage and terrorist activities.  The environmental analysis showed that
radiological and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF
would be small.

2019-63: The individual site baselines for the 35-year nuclear infrastructure
operation were obtained from the best available site information.  The
sources for this information are cited in the Section 4.8 of the NI PEIS.
The cumulative impact tables for waste management have been revised
to include the individual site’s storage, treatment and disposal capacities
for comparison.

2019-64: Alternative 1 does postulate that DOE might decide at some point to
import mixed oxide fuel from Europe to fuel FFTF.  At this time,
however, DOE has not proposed to import this fuel through any
specific port.  If DOE ultimately decides to import fuel from Europe, it
would perform a separate NEPA analysis to select a port.  This review
would address all relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland
water transportation, shipboard fires, package handling, land
transportation, as well as safeguards and security associated with the
import of SNR-300 mixed oxide fuel through a variety of specific
candidate ports on the east and west coasts.  It would consider all
public comments, including local resolutions, concerning the desirability
of bringing mixed oxide fuel into the proposed alternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhance its nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
alternative.  Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and
U.S. Department of Transportation regulations.  Associated
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transatlantic shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy
Agency requirements.  In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential
maximum impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel
from Europe to a representative military port, Charleston, South
Carolina, and overland transportation to Hanford.  Also in that section,
a bounding analysis demonstrates that the maximum potential
radiological risks to the surrounding public from mixed oxide fuel
shipments would be extremely small (e.g., less than 1 chance in a trillion
for a latent cancer fatality per shipment from severe accidents at docks
and in channels and less than 1 chance in 50 billion for a latent cancer
fatality per shipment from overland highway accidents).

2019-65: The off gases released from FFTF, including those released from the
facility stack, during normal operation are provided in Appendix H
Table H-7 and consist of tritium, argon, and cesium.  As discussed in
Section 2.3.1.1.3 of Volume 1, if Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is
selected for implementation, then the reactor would operate at a
nominal 100 megawatts with periodic excursions to no more than
400 megawatts.  Based on operational data from FFTF, the amount of
tritium released during normal operations at 400 MW would be expected
to be no more than 4 curies per year (See Table H-7, Appendix H).
The release of tritium, and other radionuclides, was used to determine
the public health impacts from normal operation of the FFTF.  The
analysis showed that the most likely health impact from these releases
was no additional health impact among the population surrounding the
Hanford.

2019-66: The NI PEIS addresses the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions
for all alternatives and alternative options. Waste treatment, storage,
and disposal facilities for the wastes expected to be generated are
identified in Chapter 4 under the Waste Management sections of the
NI PEIS.  Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sites
are also addressed.  These programs will be implemented for the
alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The waste generated
from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed
(i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and
state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.
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Hanford, INEEL, and ORR environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the individual DOE site’s agreements with
their appropriate regulatory agency.  These agreements specify
milestones and schedules for restoration of the individual DOE sites.
These cleanup agreements are discussed in Chapter 3 of the NI PEIS
under the waste management sections for each of the DOE sites under
consideration.

DOE does not stockpile large quantities of Russian plutonium-238 long
in advance of needs due to budget constraints and the additional
processing required to remove decay products that occur following
extended storage of the material.

2019-67: Worker safety (radiological protection) is a key element of DOE’s
Radiological Health and Safety Policy (DOE P 441.1, April 26 1996) This
policy states in part that Department of Energy facilities must “conduct
radiological operations in a manner that controls the spread of radioactive
materials and reduces exposure to the workforce and the general public
and that utilizes a process that seeks exposure levels as low as reasonably
achievable.”  Each Department of Energy site, including Hanford, is
required to implement a radiological control program with the intent to
meet this policy goal.  The health and safety impacts on workers
associated with both medical isotope production and plutonium production
are presented in Appendix H of the NI PEIS, see Table H-13.  Based on
the assessment of worker health impacts for the range of reasonable
alternatives and options that make use of Hanford facilities, the most
likely impact of the use of these facilities is no increase in cancer fatalities
among the facility workers.  For example in Alternative 1 option 3, all of
the activities target irradiation and processing) occur at Hanford facilities.
As shown in Section 4.3.3.1.9, the expected consequences are less than
one additional fatal cancer among the workforce; that is, no additional
fatal cancers are expected.

2019-68: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford
Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
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schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the
FFTF through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology
NE).  The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which has no funding
connection to Hanford cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

2019-69: The environmental impacts associated with all nuclear infrastructure
activities are addressed in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS.  The results of the
detailed assessments are included for each of the alternative options
evaluated.  It is not suggested that there are no associated environmental
impacts; these are presented in detail in Chapter 4.  However, for
options that do not require new construction, e.g., all options under the
Restart FFTF Alternative, there would be no impacts on certain
disciplines such as land use, visual resources, and cultural and
paleontological resources; these specific situations are also addressed in
the pertinent sections of Chapter 4.

2019-70: See response to 2019-61.

2019-71: The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options. The cumulative impact tables
for waste management in Section 4.8.3 of the NI PEIS have been revised
to include the individual site’s storage, treatment and disposal capacities
for comparison.  Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed
sites are also addressed.  These programs will be implemented for the
alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The waste generated
from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed
(i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally
protective manner and in compliance with all applicable Federal and
state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

2019-72: See response 2019-61.

2019-73: The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
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all alternatives and alternative options. Waste treatment, storage, and
disposal facilities for the wastes expected to be generated are identified
in Chapter 4 under the Waste Management sections of the NI PEIS.
Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are also
addressed.  These programs will be implemented for the alternative
selected in the Record of Decision.  The waste generated from any of
the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated,
stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner
and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and
regulations and applicable DOE orders. Spent nuclear fuel disposition is
detailed in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS for each of the alternatives that
would involve spent nuclear fuel generation.

The NI PEIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca
Mountain, Nevada, would be the final disposal site for DOE’s high
level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel.  As directed by the U.S.
Congress through the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, Yucca
Mountain is the only candidate site currently being characterized as a
potential geologic repository for high-level radioactive waste and spent
nuclear fuel.  DOE has prepared a separate EIS, “Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent
Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain,
Nye County, Nevada” (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes
the environmental impacts from construction, operation and monitoring
related transportation, and eventual closure of a potential geological
repository.

2019-74: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The accident analysis included a review of internal
events (e.g., sodium spills, equipment failures, human errors), external
events (e.g., airplane crashes, nearby explosions, fires), natural
phenomena (e.g., floods, tornadoes, earthquakes), common-cause events,
and sabotage and terrorist activities.  The environmental analysis
showed that radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
restarting FFTF would be small.  Prior to an FFTF restart, a revised
safety analysis report and a probabilistic risk assessment would be
prepared which would address any changes in plant configuration,
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operating conditions and procedures.  The revised safety analyses
would be based on all applicable orders and standards, including current
seismic requirements, and then subjected to a thorough independent
review process.

2019-75: The environmental impacts associated with all nuclear infrastructure
activities are addressed in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS. Specific to waste
management, the NI PEIS addresses the environmental impacts due to
the treatment, storage, and disposal of all wastes generated by the
stated missions for all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste
minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.
These programs will be implemented for the alternative selected.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable federal and state laws and regulations and appropriate DOE
Orders.

The accidents considered in the NI PEIS are based on a complete
spectrum of postulated accidents, ranging from high-probability low
consequence events to extremely unlikely and incredible events.  The
consequences and risks associated with waste storage would be
bounded by these accidents.  Appendix I of the NI PEIS addresses all
accidents in detail.

2019-76: See response 2019-61.

2019-77: As identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes.  This would account for about 2,205 cubic
meters of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year
period of nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison
to the waste generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s
policy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposal) in a
safe and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE
orders.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions
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for all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization
programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.

2019-78: Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of
Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for
restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully committed to
honoring this agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the
FFTF through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology
NE).  The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which has no funding
connection to Hanford cleanup activities.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

Spent FFTF fuel is currently stored onsite in 50-year storage containers.

2019-79: DOE notes the commentor’s hesitance to support restarting FFTF for
expanding its existing nuclear facility infrastructure.  Consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act,  DOE is proposing this
enhancement for the purposes of addressing three primary needs:

1) to support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel
of experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by re-
establishing a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel
source that is required for deep space missions and which the U.S. has
no long-term, assured supply; and

3) to support civilian nuclear research and development needs in order
to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable
component of the United States’ energy portfolio.
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2019-80: The FFTF is currently being maintained in a standby condition by
approximately 242 personnel.  These make up the a large portion of
personnel needed to restart FFTF.  The Hanford site estimates only
168 additional workers would be required.  It is possible that some of
these positions could be filled from other projects at Hanford.

2019-81: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns for additional detail on
groundwater conditions at Hanford, including effects of withdrawals on
contaminant plumes and effects on groundwater quality from
percolation sources.

CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA specify that affected
environment descriptions and environmental impact analyses in an EIS
are to be discussed at a level of detail proportionate to expected level of
impact (40 CFR 1502.2 and 40 CFR 1502.15).  This NI PEIS meets or
exceeds the CEQ requirements.  Section 3.4.4.2.1 provides a general
description of the Hanford groundwater environment.  Discussions of
groundwater resources and quality in the Hanford 400 Area are
provided in Section 3.4.4.2.2.  These sections describe the general
extent of groundwater contamination across the Hanford Site.
Generalized groundwater contamination maps have been added under
Section 3.4.4.2 in the Final NI PEIS as a visual aid to understanding
discussions of groundwater contamination at the Hanford Site.

Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4) indicate that there would be no measurable impact on regional
groundwater levels from increased groundwater withdrawals that would
result from restarting FFTF.  While restart of FFTF could potentially
affect groundwater flow direction on a localized basis (i.e., around the
well field), it would not be sufficient to measurably affect regional
groundwater levels or contaminant plumes within the unconfined
aquifer system.  Little or no effect would be expected on the 400 Area
nitrate plume that originates just to the north of the FFTF complex or
on the site-wide tritium and nitrate plumes which originate outside of
the 400 Area.  There is no indication that the 197 million liters
(52 million gallons) of groundwater withdrawn annually in the 400 Area
has had any effect on area or regional groundwater flow or on plume
configurations.  Water-level elevation maps published in annual site
groundwater monitoring reports indicate that there was no discernible
effect attributable to FFTF on water-table elevation and groundwater
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flow during the period when FFTF was last fully operational.
Therefore, additional discussion of groundwater flow parameters,
modeling results, or well completion data is not warranted.

No impacts on groundwater quality would be expected as a result of
FFTF restart. As described in Volume 1, Section 3.4.4.1.2 of the
NI PEIS, the only liquid effluent discharged from FFTF during current
standby operations consists of process wastewater from the facility’s
cooling towers.  This wastewater is discharged to the 400 Area Pond
that allows the effluent to percolate to the subsurface.  These
discharges are regulated under State Waste Discharge Permit No. 4501.
The effluent is continuously monitored before discharge with periodic
sampling and analysis to determine compliance with effluent limitations.
Aside from cooling water treatment chemicals added to control corrosion
and algae growth, the only chemical and radiological constituents in the
discharge are those that occur in the groundwater used for cooling tower
makeup.  As discussed in Section 4.3.1.1.4, restart of FFTF would
increase the volume of process wastewater discharged to the pond
system but would not measurably affect the quality of the effluent.  There
are no radiological liquid effluent pathways from FFTF.

2019-82: DOE is committed to providing the public with comprehensive
environmental reviews of its proposed actions in accordance with
NEPA, and to providing ample opportunity for public comment on
those actions.  Selection of facilities and site locations for accomplishing
expanded civilian nuclear energy research and development and isotope
production missions is not a political decision.  In preparing the Final
NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments received from the public.

2019-83: DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia to satisfy its
responsibility to supply NASA with the necessary fuel to support
future space exploration missions.  Under the current contract set to
expire in 2002, the United States is authorized to purchase up to
40 kilograms of plutonium-238, with the total available for purchase in any
one year limited to 10 kilograms.  To date, DOE has purchased
approximately 9 kilograms of plutonium-238 under this contract.
Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase
plutonium-238 to meet the space mission needs for the 35-year
evaluation period considered in the NI PEIS.  However, any purchase
of plutonium-238 from Russia beyond what is currently available to the
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United States through the existing contract would likely require
negotiation of a new contract and may require additional NEPA review.

DOE also notes the commentor’s concern that intellectual capital will be
lost if the United States stops producing plutonium-238.  DOE
currently has the technical capability and human resources to carry out
the plutonium-238 mission.

The May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifies that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, SRTG
development efforts were stopped in order to permit reprogramming
of funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system
based on a Stirling technology generator. This new radioisotope power
system, referred to in the subject correspondence, requires one-third
less plutonium-238 as its fuel source.  However, the Stirling technology
is developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000,
letter to DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup.  Section 1.2.2
of Volume 1was revised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

2019-84: DOE notes the commentor’s interest in the safety of the Russian
nuclear program.  As discussed in Volume 1, section 1.2.2, information
is limited concerning  nuclear safety and domestic safeguards of foreign
plutonium-238 production facilities.

2019-85: As explained in Section 1.2.2 of the final NI PEIS, the current inventory
of plutonium-238 will be exhausted by 2005.  DOE could purchase
more plutonium-238 from Russia, but its preference is to reestablish a
domestic production capability, because of the Russian supply
uncertainty and nonproliferation concerns.  See also response to
2019-83.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2019-86: Chapter 1 of Volume 1 of the NI PEIS makes the statement that
“currently, approximately 50 percent of DOE’s isotope production
capability is being used.  Much of the remaining isotope production
capability is dispersed throughout the DOE complex.  This capability
supports secondary missions, but cannot be effectively used due to the
operating constraints associated with the facilities’ primary missions…”
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This statement does not assume a resurgence of need for nuclear power.
As stated in the EIS, these primary missions include basic energy
sciences, as well as national defense.

2019-87: The use of mixed oxide fuel that was originally fabricated for a German
nuclear reactor constitutes use of nuclear fuel which has been fabricated,
but no longer required by the Germans.  This unused nuclear fuel is a
resource which has been in storage and available since the 1980s.  The
Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impacts Assessment report for
the NI PEIS alternatives indicated that using the two different sources
of existing mixed oxide fuel for FFTF (existing FFTF fuel and German
MOX fuel) would result in significant mitigating factors, indicating that
substantial nonproliferation benefits could be gained by disposing of
this inventory as spent fuel.

2019-88: Currently, DOE only purchases plutonium-238 from Russia.  Under
the current contract with Russia set to expire in 2002, the United States
is authorized to purchase up to 40 kilograms of plutonium-238, with
the total available for purchase in any one year limited to 10 kilograms.
To date, DOE has purchased approximately 9 kilograms of
plutonium-238 under this contract. Future purchases from Russia
would require the negotiation of a new contract with Russia.  DOE
recognizes that this is a viable option and has analyzed this option
under the No Action Alternative.

2019-89: The import of plutonium-238 from Russia is part of the No Action
Alternative.  Transportation risks for importing plutonium-238 from
Russia would be 0.0099 latent cancer fatalities to the public from
incident free transportation  and 4.4 x 10-4 latent cancer fatalities to the
public from radiological accidents (See Section 4.2.1.1 of Volume 1).
While there are differences in the total shipping distances and risks
among the alternatives, the risks from transportation are small for all of
the alternatives.  Figures and tables in Section 2.7.1.6 summarize
transportation risks and provide comparisons of transportation risks
among the alternatives.  Transportation risk is only one factor in DOE’s
decision.

2019-90: The NI PEIS states that commercial light water reactors (CLWRs) can
produce the necessary plutonium-238 to meet NASA space mission
needs.  Alternative 2, Options 4, 5, and 6 include CLWRs for the
production of plutonium-238.
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Plutonium-238 should not be confused with weapons-grade plutonium
(plutonium-239) used for defense purposes. The plutonium-238 that
would be produced as a result of this proposed action would only be
used for NASA space missions.  The need for NASA space missions,
however, is outside the scope of this NI PEIS.  NASA must also
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act when considering
major Federal actions such as space missions.  NASA has its own
public participation processes to involve interested parties in its
decision making processes. The need for DOE production of
plutonium-238 to support NASA space missions, is however, discussed in
Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 of the NI PEIS.

2019-91: DOE notes the commentor’s interest in NASA’s funding, although this
issue is beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure EIS.

2019-92: The No Action Alternative, which is required by Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFE 1502.14 (d)), requires DOE
to consider the continuation of its present course of action, which
includes production of currently produced isotopes. Thus, the current
production of medical isotopes in existing operating reactors and
accelerators would continue under No Action (and all other alternative
as well). The No Action Alternative provides an alternative to which
the action alternatives may be compared.

2019-93: The potential to split missions and consider new combinations of
alternatives was considered.  As addressed in Section 1.3 of Volume 1,
in addition to the range of reasonable alternatives evaluated in the PEIS,
DOE could choose to combine components of several alternatives in
selecting the most appropriate strategy. For example DOE could select
a low-energy accelerator to produce certain medical, research, and
industrial isotopes, and an existing operating reactor to produce
plutonium-238 and conduct nuclear research and development.

2019-94: The NI PEIS states that commercial light water reactors (CLWRs) can
produce the necessary plutonium-238 to meet NASA space mission
needs.  Alternative 2, Options 4, 5, and 6 include CLWRs for the
production of plutonium-238.

2019-95: DOE notes the commentor’s concern for NASA’s use of nuclear
materials for space missions and interest in the development of
alternative energy sources for space missions, although issues such as
NASA research priorities are beyond the scope of this PEIS.  Through
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a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.
These radioisotope power systems have been used for almost 40 years,
and have repeatedly demonstrated their performance, safety, and
reliability in various NASA space missions.  NASA establishes the
need and requirements for space missions and undergoes a thorough
NEPA evaluation for each launch.

2019-96: As presented in the Cost Report, the annual total cost for the purchase
of Russian plutonium-238 is $8.84 million (excluding the $40 million
annual cost for maintaining FFTF in standby mode).  Conversely, the
annual operating costs for producing plutonium-238 range from
$14.8 million (using FDPF in combination with existing irradiation
facilities) to $77.2 million (using FFTF with FMEF).  These estimated
production costs exclude the costs for facility modification and startup
and target development, testing, and evaluation.

2019-97: There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238
in the U.S. inventory (stored at the Los Alamos National Laboratory)
available to support future NASA space missions. Based on NASA
guidance to DOE on the potential use of radioisotope power systems
for upcoming space missions, it is anticipated that the existing
plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted by approximately 2005.
Without an assured domestic supply of plutonium-238, DOE’s ability
to support future NASA space exploration missions may be lost.

DOE could purchase plutonium-238 from Russia; however, for supply
reliability reasons and concern of nuclear nonproliferation, DOE’s
preference is to establish a domestic plutonium-238 production
capability.  Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was revised to further clarify the
purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic plutonium-238
production capability to support NASA space exploration missions.

The May 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifies that
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoelectric generator (SRTG) power systems.  This does not mean
that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions.  Rather, SRTG
development efforts were stopped in order to permit reprogramming
of funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system
based on a Stirling technology generator. This new radioisotope power
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system, referred to in the subject correspondence, requires one-third
less plutonium-238 as its fuel source.  However, the Stirling technology
is developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000,
letter to DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup.  Section 1.2.2
of Volume 1was revised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs.

2019-98: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

2019-99: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford
Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is
committed to honoring this agreement.

2019-100: As stated in PEIS Section 1.2.2 Volume 1, DOE has had a contract with
Russia to purchase plutonium-238 since 1992 and is aware of the
existence and production capability of plutonium-238 in Russia.
However, according to the Nonproliferation Impact Assessment, “the
status of Russian domestic safeguards of ANM (alternate nuclear
material, neptunium and americium) is largely unknown.  Moveover,
since there is currently no Russian moratorium on spent fuel
reprocessing, and neptunium recovery is part of the Russian
reprocessing flowsheet, the Russian inventory of separated weapons
usable neptunium could continue to increase, even if smaller quantities
of neptunium were destroyed in the production of plutonium-238.”
The potential nonproliferation impacts of continued purchases from
Russia are discussed in Section 8.2 of the Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment which was published in
September, 2000.

2019-101: DOE notes the commentor’s view.  However, as stated in the NI PEIS,
DOE signed a 5-year contract in 1992 to purchase plutonium-238 from
Russia.  Under the current contract set to expire in 2002, the United
States is authorized to purchase up to 40 kilograms of plutonium-238,
with the total available for purchase in any one year limited to 10
kilograms.  However, DOE does not stockpile large quantities of
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Russian plutonium-238 long in advance of needs due to budget
constraints and the additional processing required to remove decay
products that occur following extended storage of the material.  To date,
DOE has purchased approximately 9 kilograms of plutonium-238 under
this contract.  DOE recognizes that this is a viable option and has
analyzed this option under the No Action Alternative.

2019-102: The NERAC study looked at U.S. isotope research and production
planning.  It evaluated domestic capabilities to support domestic
isotope needs.  It should be noted, however, that the United States
currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its medical
radioisotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada.

2019-103: NASA would be the only end user of any plutonium-238 produced as a
result of the NI PEIS Record of Decision.  While NASA does not
provide funds to DOE on an annual basis for the production of
plutonium-238, payments to offset expenses are made by NASA to
DOE upon delivery of radioisotope power systems.

The supply of plutonium-238 in the Russian inventory is limited. The
inventory on hand is not adequate to meet the long-term needs of
NASA.  Russia would have to fabricate targets, irradiate targets, and
startup their reprocessing plants to produce the plutonium-238. The
public health and safety and the environmental impacts associated with
the plutonium-238 production would be under Russian control.

2019-104: A separate Cost Report was prepared to provide additional pertinent
information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an
informed decision with respect to the alternatives presented in the
NI PEIS. The Cost Report presents the costs associated with
purchasing plutonium-238 from Russia under the No Action Alternative
as well as the use of Commercial Light Water Reactors to produce
plutonium-238 under Alternative 2 (Options 4, 5, and 6).  Cost
associated with the construction of new accelerator(s) and a new
research reactor to meet production requirements under Alternatives 3
and 4, respectively, are also presented.  Specifically, the annual total
cost for purchasing Russian plutonium-238 is $8.84 million (excluding
the $40 million annual cost for maintaining FFTF in standby).  The
annual operating costs for producing plutonium-238 in a CLWR range
from $14.8 million (using FDPF) to $23.4 million (using FMEF).  These
estimated production costs exclude the costs for facility modification
and startup and target development, testing, and evaluation which range
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from in total cost from $342.4 million to $374 million in combination
with the same two processing facilities.  Construction of a new research
reactor is estimated to cost $312 million.  DOE has provided a summary
of the Cost Report in this Final NI PEIS.

2019-105: This is not an area that is evaluated in the NI PEIS.  DOE of
Energy estimates that restarting FFTF will only require 168 additional
personnel, in addition to the staff of approximately 242 which
currently maintain FFTF in standby mode.  As for funding for research,
there are too many uncertainties to quantify any impact on OSU.

2019-106: The commentor’s opposition to the use of FFTF, alternative 1 of this
EIS, is noted.

2019-107: Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act,  DOE is
proposing this expansion for the purposes of addressing three primary
needs:

1) to support the need for increased domestic production of isotopes
for medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a
panel of experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear
Energy Research Advisory Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by
re-establishing a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel
source that is required for deep space missions and for which the United
States has no long-term, assured supply; and

3) to support civilian nuclear research and development needs in order
to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable
component of the United States’ energy portfolio.

2019-108: The commentor’s interest in Alternative 5 is noted.  FFTF is capable of
reducing the inventory of plutonium (i.e., burning it) during normal
operation.

2019-109: DOE has no hidden agenda for weapons research and use of FFTF for
classified missions.  The only missions being considered are those
analyzed in the NI PEIS, which are the production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses; plutonium-238 production for
future NASA space exploration missions; and U.S. nuclear research and
development needs for civilian application.  Any future uses of FFTF
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and other facilities evaluated in the NI PEIS that are not addressed in
the NI PEIS would require additional NEPA assessment.

2019-110: The environmental impacts associated with operation of the FFTF for
the stated missions are addressed in detail in Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS.
This section specifically evaluates the incremental radiological impact
to the public associated with both normal operation and  postulated
accident conditions.  As discussed, if FFTF were to operate for 35 years,
this risk would be small (less than 1 latent cancer fatality).  For
perspective, the radiation dose the average American receives from
natural sources is about 300 mrem each year.  Based on the same 35 year
time period used above, approximately 2,600 latent cancer
fatalities would be expected among the same population as a result of
this natural (non-Hanford related) radiation exposure .  In that same
35 years, about 19,000 cancer fatalities from all causes (nonradiological
causes included) would be expected in the same population.

2019-111: Although the FFTF is 20 years old, it is DOE’s newest reactor, it is in
excellent condition and evaluations have been performed to show that it
has sufficient life remaining to fully support the proposed 35 year
mission.

2019-112: Facilities at Argonne National Laboratory-West were considered but
dismissed from further consideration (see Section 1.3 of Volume 1).
The Neutron Radiographic Reactor lacks sufficient neutron production
capacity to support the NI PEIS proposed action without impacting
existing missions, and the Transient Reactor Test Facility is not capable
of steady-state neutron production.  Processing facilities considered but
dismissed included the Hot Fuel Examination Facility, Analytical
Laboratory, and Fuel Conditioning Facility. These were not considered
to be the most suitable facilities at INEEL in terms of capability,
capacity, and availability.

2019-113: ATR is an operating reactor (see Volume 1, Section 2.3.1.2).

2019-114: The programmatic alternatives and options analyzed in the NI PEIS
focus on the use of irradiation facilities that are currently operating,
could be brought on line, or constructed and operated to meet DOE’s
irradiation needs.  The Advanced Test Reactor (ATR) at INEEL is an
existing DOE irradiation facility that would meet DOE’s irradiation
needs and is considered under Alternative 2.  The NI PEIS also looks at
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facilities for fabrication, storage, and postirradiation processing of
targets.  The Fluorinel Dissolution Process Facility (FDPF) and
Building CPP-51 (storage only) would accomplish these activities under
Alternatives 1 through 4. The selection of an alternative and option or
combination of alternatives and options for meeting the purpose and
need described in Section 1.2 would be based on a number of factors
including environmental impacts, costs, public input, nonproliferation
concerns, program objectives and schedules, technical assurance and
national policy considerations.

2019-115: PNNL  has not prepared this PEIS.  It has been prepared by a
contractor under contract to DOE.  (See Volume 1, Chapter 6, List of
Preparers, and the contractor’s disclosure statement in Volume 2,
Appendix O,  indicating no conflict of interest.)  As the responsible
Federal agency, DOE has provided guidance,  reviewed, evaluated, and
approved its contents, including the responses to comments.  In
exercising these responsibilities, DOE has provided and considered
information, analyses, and data from many sources, including PNNL.
All such sources are noted in the text of the PEIS and shown in the
report References.  Consequently, DOE does not believe that its
independent consideration of referenced sources, including those of
PNNL, represents a conflict of interest.  DOE exercises full control
over the preparation, and takes full responsibility for  the contents of
this PEIS.

2019-116: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during
the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for
therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic
applications.  These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by
NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective
advice regarding the future form of its isotope research and production
activities.  DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning
tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the
period since the initial estimates were made, the actual growth of
medical isotope use has tracked at levels consistent with the Expert
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Panel findings.  Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate
this information and to clarify DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research
and commercial isotope production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding
the suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in a timely and
cost-efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission.  It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation of FFTF for
the production of larger quantities of both  research and commercial
isotopes would be viable if operated in concert with producing
plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research and
development for civilian applications.  As the NERAC report states:
“In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the
high flux of fast neutrons and large irradiation volume in FFTF, that
could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is best
suited for commercial interests who might consider its use for isotope
production.”  In recognition of these constraints on its operational
feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF when coupled
with the other missions.  While some existing reactors may possess the
potential capability or capacity to support research isotope production,
as suggested in the NERAC report, it is unlikely that reliable, increased
production of these isotopes to support projected needs could be
accomplished without impacting the existing missions of these facilities.

DOE has taken the Expert Panel and NERAC report recommendations
under consideration in developing the range of alternatives evaluated in
the NI PEIS.  These reports were made available to the public at the NI
PEIS public information centers and on the Internet at
www.nuclear.gov.

2019-117: DOE notes the commentor’s concern over the credibility of the nuclear
industry, although this issue is beyond the scope of this NI PEIS.  The
scope of this EIS is limited to analysis of alternatives to fulfill the
requirements of the DOE missions, which include the production of
medical and industrial isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and
civilian nuclear energy research and development.
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Civilian nuclear energy research initiatives are discussed in Volume 1,
section 1.2.3.  Further information can be found at the Office of Nuclear
Energy, Science, and Technology web site, http://www.nuclear.gov/.

2019-118: Although the 50 megawatt power level of the new TRIGA research
reactor is larger than the largest currently operating TRIGA reactor
power of 16 megawatts, the fuel design is almost identical to the current
TRIGA 10 megawatt high power design and the system thermal
hydraulic performance represents a linear extrapolation of existing
designs.  The 50 megawatt TRIGA reactor design has been discussed
with General Atomics, the TRIGA reactor design corporation.  It is
technically feasible to build a 50 megawatt TRIGA research reactor.

2019-119: As discussed in the text that accompanies the figure on page S-46 of the
draft Summary, radiological accident risks are driven by activities at the
fabrication/processing facilities that support the production of
radioisotopes.  Production of radioisotopes is discussed in Sections
1.2.1 and 1.2.2 of Volume 1.  The figure summarizes information that is
separately available throughout Chapter 4.  Information is not
presented by mission because the alternatives (described in Section 2.5
of Volume 1) provide multiple options for accomplishing the missions
listed in Section 1.2 of the NI PEIS.  A cost-benefit analysis is optional
under the Council on Environmental Quality implementation
regulations and none was prepared for the NI PEIS.  The figure on page
S-46 illustrates that the radiological accident risk that would result at a
new reactor would be small relative to the risks attributable to accidents
at the fabrication/processing facilities.

2019-120: Impacts from the deactivation of FFTF are presented in section 4.4.1.2.
of the NI PEIS.  Specifically risks associated with normal operations
are presented in  Section 4.4.1.2.9, accident risks are presented in
Section 4.4.1.2.10, and transportation risks are presented in Section
4.4.1.2.11.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological and
nonradiological risks associated with deactivating FFTF would be small.

2019-121: In Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS, the impact analyses assess all disciplines
where the potential exists for effects on the environment.  These
disciplines are the same as those generally assessed in environmental
impact statements prepared by DOE.  None of the disciplines is
considered to be “non-traditional.”
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2019-122: Clean, safe, reliable nuclear power has a role today and in the future for
our national energy security.  In recognition of this need, nuclear energy
research and development programs have been initiated to address
potential long-term barriers to expanded use of nuclear power
(e.g., nuclear waste, proliferation, safety, and economics) and to ensure
that current nuclear power plants can continue to deliver adequate and
affordable energy supplies.  Because it is unlikely that existing facilities
could fully and effectively support these nuclear energy research and
development initiatives without disturbing their existing missions, DOE
is proposing to enhance its nuclear facility infrastructure to also
support these activities.  Further information on the need for nuclear
energy research and development is provided in Section 1.2.3 of
Volume 1.

2019-123: See the response to Comment 2019-118.  No single irradiation facility
can meet all the NI PEIS mission needs (see Section 2.7 of Volume 1)
(e.g., the current TRIGA reactor design), nor will multiple small reactors
completely meet these needs.

2019-124: If a Record of Decision selects Alternative 4, Construct New Research
Reactor, it would be located at an existing DOE site.  However, the
specific site is unknown at this time.  If Alternative 4 is selected, site
specific NEPA documentation would be completed prior to site
selection and the start of detailed design.

2019-125: Alternative 3 involves constructing a new accelerator(s) at an existing,
but as yet unidentified DOE site. Alternative 3 as written does include
the permanent deactivation of FFTF; however, since a decision can
include components of various alternatives, a combination of restarting
FFTF and the construction of an accelerator can be selected.  The siting
of that accelerator would be determined through a separate site-specific
NEPA review.

2019-126: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2019-127: DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  The first, a thirteen
member Expert Panel convened in 1998 to forecast future demand for
medical isotopes, included academicians from leading medical
universities and schools of public health, and professional affiliations
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ranging from the National Cancer Institute to manufacturers of
radiopharmaceuticals.  The second consists of a subcommittee of
DOE’s Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee (NERAC),
established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of its isotope research and production
activities.  The members of this Subcommittee were selected based
upon their expertise and experience in the production, processing,
distribution, and application of stable and radioactive isotopes in the
biological and physical sciences, and in medicine.  The members
included basic and clinical scientists, administrators, and users of
isotopes from academia, industry, and the federal government.

DOE is aware that there is a considerable difference of public opinion
regarding the alternatives evaluated in this NI PEIS to accomplish the
DOE missions, including direct support as well as opposition to
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, on the part of members of the public,
interest groups, and government bodies.  It is further recognized that
waste generation and its management is of particular concern. Analyses
presented in Chapter 4 of the NI PEIS (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.13,
4.3.3.1.13) assess the impact on waste management infrastructure from
operation of existing facilities (FFTF, FMEF, and 300 Area facilities) at
Hanford in support of the missions.  Further, the waste generated from
the facilities proposed for use at Hanford will be managed (i.e., treated,
stored, and disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner
and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and
regulations and DOE orders.  The Hanford Site also has a
comprehensive waste minimization and pollution prevention program
in place as summarized in Volume 1, Section 3.4.11.8 that would govern
any proposed site activities.   The Record of Decision for the PEIS will
be based on a number of factors including environmental impacts, costs,
public input, nonproliferation issues, schedules, technical assurance,
policy, and program objectives.

2019-128: Socioeconomic impacts associated with Alternative 1, Restarting FFTF,
are discussed in Section 4.3 of the NI PEIS.

2019-129: See response to comment 2019-126.

2019-130: In January 1997, President Clinton tasked his Committee of Advisors
on Science and Technology (PCAST) to evaluate the current national
energy research and development portfolio and to provide a strategy
that ensures the United States has a program to address the Nation’s
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energy and environmental needs for the next century.  In it‘s November
1997 report responding to this request, the PCAST Energy Research
and Development Panel determined that restoring a viable nuclear
energy option to help meet our future energy needs is important and
that a properly focused research and development effort to address the
potential long-term barriers to expanded use of nuclear power
(e.g., nuclear waste, proliferation, safe, and economics) was appropriate.
The PCAST panel further recommended that DOE reinvigorate its
nuclear energy research and development activities to address these
potential barriers.

It is current U.S. policy that clean, safe, reliable nuclear power has a
role today and in the future for our national energy security.
Recognizing this need, the U.S. has initiated two new significant nuclear
energy research and development programs: the Nuclear Energy
Research Initiative and Nuclear Energy Power Optimization.  The
Nuclear Energy Research Initiative program sponsors new and
innovative scientific and engineering research and development to
address the potential long-term barriers affecting the future use of
nuclear energy identified by the PCAST panel.  The Nuclear Energy
Power Optimization program, a cost-shared program with industry,
sponsors applied research and development to ensure that current
nuclear plants can continue to deliver adequate and affordable energy
supplies up to and beyond their initial 40-year license period by
resolving open issues related to plant aging and by applying new
technologies to improve plant reliability, availability, and productivity.

The Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee (NERAC)
Subcommittee on Long-term Planning for Nuclear Energy Research, an
independent expert panel established by DOE, has set forth a
recommended 20-year research and development plan to guide DOE’s
nuclear energy programs in areas of material research, nuclear fuel, and
reactor technology development.  This plan stresses the need for DOE
facilities to sustain the nuclear energy research mission in the years
ahead.  Such nuclear research and development initiatives requiring an
enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructure fall into three basic
categories:  materials research, nuclear fuel research, and advanced
reactor development.

2019-131: Other than the missions discussed in the NI PEIS, no alternate uses for
FFTF are being considered at this time.  None of the alternatives in the
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NI PEIS include defense missions and would not contribute to future
weapons production.  Any future uses of FFTF and other facilities
evaluated in the NI PEIS that are not addressed in the NI PEIS would
require additional NEPA assessment.

2019-132: The additional radioactive waste that would be generated from the
restart of FFTF (i.e., low-level radioactive waste) would not be stored
in the high-level radioactive waste tanks located at Hanford.

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation
of Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, is discussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13).  Section 4.3.1.1.13 was revised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation.  This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order
435.1, that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the
case of low-level waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is
generated, if practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE
determines that use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or
other DOE sites is not practical or cost effective,  DOE may issue an
exemption under DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities
(i.e., commercial facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such waste
generated from the restart and operation of FFTF.  In addition, Section
4.3.3.1.13 and 4.4.3.1.13 also address the potential impacts associated
with the waste generated from the target fabrication and processing in
FMEF and how this waste would be managed at the site.

2019-133: DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to some of the missions
addressed in the NI PEIS.

2019-134: DOE policy encourages effective public participation in its decision
making process.  In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the
NI PEIS and the environmental impact analysis of DOE’s proposed
alternatives.  DOE gave equal consideration to all comments.  In
preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments
received from the public.

2019-135: This NI PEIS has examined the risks associated with the operation of
the FFTF for 35 years for the purpose of producing isotopes for
medical use, research and development, and for the production of
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radioactive heat sources for power supply systems.  Section 4.3 of
Volume 1 provides the results of the evaluation of potential health
impacts that would be expected to result from implementation of
Alternative 1 (which includes restart of FFTF), including  normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
Accident analysis is described in Appendix I and the normal operations
risk analysis is described in Appendix H.) The environmental analysis
showed that radiological and nonradiological risks associated with
restarting FFTF would be small.  Based upon these analyses, as well as
the previous safe operation of the facility, FFTF can be operated safely
to accomplish DOE missions.  Additionally, in the event that FFTF
restart is selected, a new Safety Analysis Report will be prepared and
subjected to a thorough independent review process.  The facility
reanalysis as part of the Safety Analysis Report update process would
ensure that the analyses bound the reactor-operating envelope for the
duration of FFTF operation,  The Safety Analysis Report would be
routinely reassessed and updated when required to address any changes
in plant configuration or changes in plant operation procedures. This
continuing safety analysis updating would include analysis of changes
that may occur as a result of facility aging during the 35 years of
operation

2019-136: DOE has assumed that the commentor is questioning the general view
of the public in the Tri-Cities region of Washington State toward the
alternatives, particularly Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, to accomplish
the missions alternatives evaluated in this NI PEIS.  The transcript
from the public hearing and DOE’s responses to all comments made or
submitted during the hearing are contained in the Comment Response
Document of this NI PEIS.  At the Richland, Washington public hearing
held on August 31, 2000, there were a total of 93 commentors. Of
these, 75 or about 81 percent expressed support for Alternative 1 while
16 or about 17 percent were opposed; 2 commentors did not
specifically state an alternative preference in their comments.

2019-137: The purpose of the NI PEIS is to evaluate the potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed enhancement of DOE’s nuclear
infrastructure to fulfill three missions DOE is responsible for under the
authority of the Atomic Energy Act: ensuring the availability of
isotopes for medical, industrial, and research applications; meeting the
nuclear material needs of other Federal agencies (i.e., NASA); and



2-1783

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

undertaking research and development activities related to development
of nuclear power for civilian use.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during
the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for
therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic
applications.  These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by
NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective
advice regarding the future form of its isotope research and production
activities.  DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning
tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the
period since the initial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of
medical isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE’s charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for
maintaining the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8
pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support
future NASA space missions.  Based on NASA guidance to DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory
will be exhausted by approximately 2005.  Under the No Action
Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet
the space mission needs for the 35-year evaluation period considered in
the NI PEIS.  However, DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond
what is currently available to the United States through the existing
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

contract would likely require negotiation of a new contract and may
require additional NEPA review.

It is current U.S. policy that clean, safe, reliable nuclear power continue
as a viable component of the United States’ energy portfolio.  In
recognition of this need, the U.S. has initiated nuclear energy research
and development programs to address potential long-term barriers to
expanded use of nuclear power (e.g., nuclear waste, proliferation, safety,
and economics) and to ensure that current nuclear power plants can
continue to deliver adequate and affordable energy supplies.  An
enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructure is required to support
such nuclear energy research and development for civilian applications.

2019-138: DOE evaluated the capabilities and availability of existing government,
university, and commercial accelerators (see Volume 1, section 2.6.1).
There were no accelerators identified which could be used to meet the
stated mission requirements.

2019-139: DOE’s decisionmaking procedures are outlined in 10 CFR 1021.210,
which have been adopted in accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR
1505.1).  DOE will consider the information presented in the NI PEIS
as well as public and agency comments, including DOE’s responses to
those comments.  Information contained in the Cost Report and the
Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impacts Assessment will also
be considered.  These information sources taken in consideration with
the technical merits and timelines required to meet DOE policy and
mission objectives will be used by the decisionmaker (The Secretary of
Energy) in selection of an alternative, or alternative elements, from the
range of alternatives evaluated in the NI PEIS.  This decision will be
published in a Record of Decision along with the supporting
information required by CEQ and DOE regulations (40 CFR 1505.2 and
10 CFR 1021.315, respectively).  DOE’s Record of Decision for the
NI PEIS will be based on a number of factors including environmental
impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules,
technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.

2019-140: The conclusions presented in the “NERAC Subcommittee for Isotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000” regarding
the suitability of the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) to produce
research isotopes in a timely and cost-efficient manner were made in the
context of the facility producing research isotopes as its sole mission.
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DOE agrees that the FFTF’s large size and configuration are not
particularly well suited for the singular purpose of producing small
quantities of various research isotopes.  However, sustained operation
of the FFTF for the production of both  research and commercial
isotopes would be viable if operated in concert with producing
plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research and
development for civilian applications.  As the NERAC report states:
“In limited instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the
high flux of fast neutrons and large irradiation volume in FFTF, that
could be utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is best
suited for commercial interests who might consider its use for isotope
production.”  In recognition of these constraints on its operational
feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates use of the FFTF when coupled
with the other proposed  missions.  While some existing reactors may
possess the potential capability or capacity to support research
isotope production, as suggested in the NERAC report, it is unlikely
that reliable, increased production of these isotopes to support
projected needs could be accomplished without disturbing the existing
missions of these facilities.

2019-141: See response 2019-61.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are
no discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

2019-142: See response to comment 2019-98.

2019-143: The reader is referred to the response to Comment No. 2019-81 above.

Analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,
4.3.3.1.4) indicate that restart of FFTF under Alternative 1 and
subsequent operations would neither be expected to affect nor be
affected by existing groundwater contamination.  As discussed in
Section 3.4.4.2.2, the quality of water supplied via the 400 Area’s three
wells is closely monitored and, thus, any deterioration in water quality
supplied to FFTF would be detected.
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-144: DOE notes the commentor’s views that assumptions and bases for the
proposed action are not valid.  Consistent with its mandates under the
Atomic Energy Act, DOE is proposing this enhancement for the
purposes of addressing three primary needs:

1) to support the increased domestic production of isotopes for medical,
research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of experts in
the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by
re-establishing a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel
source that is required for deep space missions and for which the U.S.
has no long-term, assured supply; and

3) to support civilian nuclear energy research and development in order
to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable
component of the United States’ energy portfolio.

A separate Cost Report was prepared to provide additional pertinent
information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an
informed decision with respect to the alternatives presented in the
NI PEIS. The Cost Report was mailed to interested parties on
August 24, 2000 and made available on the NE web site
(http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms.  DOE has
provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P of the Final
NI PEIS.  The NI PEIS adequately address such issues as target
processing waste disposal, groundwater impacts, and transportation
impacts.  Groundwater quality and usage impacts were determined to be
negligible to relatively minor for most alternatives and options with the
exception of the projected requirement for relatively large quantities of
water groundwater or surface water) for operation of the high-energy
accelerator and research reactor under Alternatives 3 and 4, respectively.
Also, the risks and potential human health risks from roadway and
marine (for Alternative 1) transportation of all materials (mixed-oxide
fuel under Alternative 1, target materials, and isotopes) are addressed in
the applicable sections of Chapter 4.  All environmental and human
health impacts are assessed, with a revised summary of impacts
provided in Volume 1, Section 2.7 of this NI PEIS.

2019-145: The nuclear infrastructure missions as set forth in the NI PEIS can be
accomplished without the use of Hanford facilities.  For example, a new
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Response to Commentor No. 2019

accelerator(s) or research reactor (and support facility) could be
constructed at a DOE site other than Hanford and plutonium-238 target
fabrication and processing accomplished at either ORR or INEEL.

2019-146: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated
for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected. .  Further,
none of the stated missions are defense- or weapons-related.

2019-147: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford
Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

2019-148: DOE has made every effort to provide the public with adequate
information in the NI PEIS.  The FFTF could be deactivated if other
facilities are selected (in the Record of Decision) to produce
plutonium-238 and medical and research isotopes.  In fact, permanent
deactivation of FFTF is a part of each alternative except the No Action
Alternative and Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.  The
commentor is referenced to Appendixes A through F for technical
information related to target fabrication and processing and reactor
operations. With respect to costs, DOE has prepared a separate cost
report that it has made available to the public.

2019-149: See response 2019-61.

2019-150: See response to comment 2019/98.  DOE notes the commentor’s
concern about the cost of operating FFTF.  Cost issues would be
among the factors considered  in connection with decisions on FFTF
implementation.  DOE prepared a separate Cost Report to provide
additional pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy so that he
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

may make an informed decision with respect to the alternatives
presented in the NI PEIS.  Such an ancillary document need only be
made available to the public prior to any decision being made under
CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE mailed
this document to about 730 interested parties on August 24, 2000.  The
report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web site
(http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms.  DOE has
also provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P in the Final
NI PEIS.

2019-151: Volume 1, Section 2.7 of this NI PEIS has been revised to include a
summary of environmental impacts organized by environmental
resource and includes impacts summary tables so that the incremental
impacts to each area (e.g., occupational and public health and safety,
waste management) can be easily compared across all alternatives and
between options.   In addition, a summary of cost impacts has also
been added to this Final NI PEIS.  However, costs associated with
waste production and cleanup of existing contamination are beyond the
scope of this PEIS.  As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram funds
designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

2019-152: DOE notes the commentor’s support for an alternative that combines
elements of the No Action Alternative (purchase plutonium-238 from
Russia) and Alternative 1, Restart FFTF (for medical/industrial
isotopes), or their desire to see FFTF permanently deactivated
(Alternative 5) if the suggested alternative is not selected.

2019-153: The estimated costs of the range of reasonable alternatives are
presented in the Cost Report, summarized in Appendix P of the Final
NI PEIS.  However, the Cost Report is not a cost-benefit analysis.
While it is reasonable to believe that the benefits of medical isotopes are
substantial, the purpose of this NI PEIS is to describe the nuclear
infrastructure missions (Section 1.2 of Volume 1), a range of reasonable
alternatives for satisfying the mission requirements (Section 2.5 of
Volume 1), and the environmental impacts that would result from
implementation of the alternatives.  According to 40 CFR Section
1502.23, if a cost-benefit analysis exists, it must be reported and
summarized in the NI PEIS.

2019-154: See response to comment 2019-150.
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Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-155: DOE notes the commentor’s concern that the NI PEIS and the
associated decisions to be made are complex. DOE strives to produce
NEPA documentation and related materials that are easily understood
by the public by avoiding the use of jargon, defining technical terms and
concepts through the use of common comparisons, avoiding the use of
acronyms to the extent possible, and provision of a Summary that is
clear and concise, among other means.  In order to improve the public’s
comprehension and understanding of the PEIS, this Final NI PEIS
reflects revisions that have been made to eliminate some redundant and
extraneous information while some sections have been reorganized to
improve readability.  In accordance with CEQ requirements for
implementing NEPA, DOE provided a relatively brief summary
document for both the Draft and Final NI PEIS to facilitate the public’s
understanding of the purpose and need, alternatives being considered
for implementation, and associated incremental and cumulative impacts
of the proposed actions.

2019-156: Sections 4.3.1.1.13, 4.3.2.1.13, 4.3.3.1.13, and 4.4.3.1.13 were revised
to address comments received during the public comment period.  This
section now states that “DOE is considering whether the waste from
processing of irradiated neptunium-237 targets should be classified as
high-level radioactive waste and not transuranic waste.  Irrespective of
how the waste is classified (i.e., transuranic or high-level radioactive
waste), the composition and characteristics are the same and the waste
management activities (i.e., treatment and onsite storage) as described
in this NI PEIS would be the same.  In addition, either waste type
would require disposal in a suitable repository.  If it is transuranic
waste, it would be nondefense waste and could not be disposed of at
WIPP under current law. Because nondefense transuranic waste has no
current disposal path, DOE Headquarters’ approval would be necessary
before a decision is made to generate such waste, as required by DOE
Order 435.1.  If the waste is classified as high-level radioactive waste, it
is assumed for the purposes of this analysis that Yucca Mountain,
Nevada, if approved, would be the final disposal site for DOE’s high
level radioactive waste.”

2019-157: The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  Such an ancillary document need
only be made available to the public prior to any decision being made
under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE
mailed this document to about 730 interested parties on August 24, 2000.
The report was made available immediately upon release on the
NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms.
DOE has also provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P
in the Final NI PEIS.

2019-158: The purpose of the NI PEIS, as discussed in Section 1.2,  is to evaluate
the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
enhancement of DOE’s nuclear infrastructure to fulfill three missions
DOE is responsible for under the authority of the Atomic Energy Act:
ensuring the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial, and research
applications; meeting the nuclear material needs of other Federal
agencies (i.e., NASA); and undertaking research and development
activities related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during
the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for
therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic
applications.  These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by
NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective
advice regarding the future form of its isotope research and production
activities.  DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning
tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the
period since the initial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of
medical isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
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Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE’s charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for
maintaining the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms
(19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support
future NASA space missions.  Based on NASA guidance to DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory
will be exhausted by approximately 2005.  Under the No Action
Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet
the space mission needs for the 35-year evaluation period considered in
the NI PEIS.  However, DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond
what is currently available to the United States through the existing
contract would likely require negotiation of a new contract and may
require additional NEPA review.

It is current U.S. policy that clean, safe, reliable nuclear power continue
as a viable component of the United States’ energy portfolio.  In
recognition of this need, the U.S. has initiated nuclear energy research
and development programs to address potential long-term barriers to
expanded use of nuclear power (e.g., nuclear waste, proliferation, safety,
and economics) and to ensure that current nuclear power plants can
continue to deliver adequate and affordable energy supplies.  An
expanded DOE nuclear facility infrastructure is required to support
such nuclear energy research and development for civilian applications.

2019-159: DOE notes the commentor’s opinion that the cost of indefinitely
maintaining FFTF in standby mode is unacceptable.  As stated in the
Notice of Intent (65 FR 50064), one of the purposes of the proposed
action is to determine the future role of FFTF in support of the
expanded nuclear energy research and development and isotope
production missions.

2019-160: A discussion of DOE’s decisionmaking procedures is contained in
response to comment no. 2019-139.  This NI PEIS provides an
adequate bounding description of nuclear energy research and
development for civilian applications which DOE is responsible for
supporting under  the Atomic Energy Act.  Appendix D of the NI PEIS
specifically provides a summary of the nuclear energy research and
development which could be accomplished in FFTF in overall support
of the DOE missions.
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

DOE provided the Summary concurrent with distribution of the Draft
and Final NI PEIS as required by CEQ regulations for implementing
NEPA (40 CFR 1502.12).  The Summary and Draft NI PEIS were
distributed well in advance of the 15 days prior to the public hearings
that is specified by CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1506.6).  Also, the
Summary and Draft were mailed starting one week prior to the start of
the public comment period on July 28, 2000.

2019-161: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

2019-162: An alternative which involves acquisition of material from foreign
sources, such as suggested by the commentor, would fail to meet the
goal of the proposed action, which is to accomplish expanded civilian
nuclear energy research and development and isotope production
missions in the United States. It should be noted that the No Action
Alternative does consider the purchase of plutonium-238 from Russia
and that the United States currently purchases approximately 90
percent of its medical radioisotopes from foreign producers, most
notably Canada.

2019-163: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford
Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

2019-164: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives would not divert or reprogram funds designated for
Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

2019-165: All environmental parameters (e.g. air, soil, surface water, groundwater,
vegetation, animals, fish, etc.) in and around the Hanford Site are
monitored on a set frequency.  The information is available to the
public in annual environmental monitoring reports.
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The management of the FFTF Facility has been retained through
contractor changeovers, and the qualifications of  the FFTF
management  are excellent.

2019-166: The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  Such an ancillary document need
only be made available to the public prior to any decision being made
under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE
mailed this document to about 730 interested parties on
August 24, 2000.  The report was made available immediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public
reading rooms.  DOE has also provided a summary of the Cost Report
in Appendix P in the Final NI PEIS.
NEPA does not require that cost-benefit analyses be provided in an EIS,
and none have been provided in this Final NI PEIS or in the Cost
Report.  The Cost Report is not a cost-benefit analysis.  While it is
reasonable to believe that the benefits of medical isotopes are
substantial, the purpose of this NI PEIS is to describe the nuclear
infrastructure missions (Section 1.2 of Volume 1), a range of reasonable
alternatives for satisfying the mission requirements (Section 2.5 of
Volume 1), and the environmental impacts that would result from
implementation of the alternatives.  According to 40 CFR Section
1502.23, if a cost-benefit analysis exists, it must be reported and
summarized in the NI PEIS.

2019-167: DOE notes the commentor’s support for medical and research isotope
production and opposition to plutonium-238 production for space
missions.

2019-168: The NI PEIS was not structured to separately determine the
environmental impacts of each DOE mission within each alternative,
rather it sought to identify the overall impacts of each alternative or
option.  In order to do this impacts were identified for each facility
regardless of the number of missions that might take place in that
facility.  Thus, for HFIR or ATR only one mission was analyzed
plutonium-238 production) whereas for FFTF all three mission were
addressed.
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

If the facility (it is assumed that the commentor is referring to FFTF) is
restarted, it would be used for the production of plutonium-238,
medical/research isotopes, and for nuclear energy research and
development for civilian application.  While FFTF could be utilized to
some extent by foreign researchers (as are other DOE research reactors),
these would not be its primary users.

2019-169: The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  Such an ancillary document need
only be made available to the public prior to any decision being made
under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE
mailed this document to about 730 interested parties on
August 24, 2000.  The report was made available immediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public
reading rooms. DOE has also provided a summary of the Cost Report in
Appendix P in the Final NI PEIS.

2019-170: DOE notes the commentor’s support for producing plutonium-238 in
the United States rather than purchasing it from Russia.

2019-171: DOE notes the commentor’s views regarding opposition to Alternative 1
options, Restart FFTF.  DOE is aware that there is a considerable
difference of public opinion regarding the alternatives evaluated in this
NI PEIS to accomplish the DOE missions, including direct support as
well as opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. In compliance with
NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE provided opportunity to the public
to comment on the environmental impact analysis of DOE’s proposed
alternatives for meeting the mission requirements, and gave equal
consideration to all comments, regardless of how or where they were
received.  All comments received during the public comment period
have been responded to in this NI PEIS.  While the number of
comments for or against a particular alternative may be recorded, it does
not automatically constitute a “vote” for or against the alternative.

2019-172: A previous change to the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) removed the
planned milestone for deactivation of the FFTF until its ultimate fate
was assessed.  That proposed TPA milestone change was the subject of
previous public meetings and approved by  the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency and the State of Washington Department of Ecology.
DOE is fully committed to honoring this agreement.
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Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-173: The costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  Such an ancillary document need
only be made available to the public prior to any decision being made
under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE
mailed this document to about 730 interested parties on
August 24, 2000.  The report was made available immediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public
reading rooms.  DOE has also provided a summary of the Cost Report
in Appendix P in the Final NI PEIS.

2019-174: Any foreign country fuel, after its use in the operation of FFTF would
be under the custody of the U.S. Department of Energy, and will be
managed and disposed of in accordance with U.S. standards.  The spent
nuclear fuel management is discussed in Section 4.3.1.1.14 of the
NI  PEIS.

2019-175: Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE’s charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for
maintaining the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions.  DOE bases its planning for plutonium-238
requirements for space missions on NASA estimations, not on past
funding.  There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions.  Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use
of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted
by approximately 2005.  Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would
continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet the space mission needs
for the 35-year evaluation period considered in the NI PEIS.  However,
DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond what is currently available
to the United States through the existing contract would likely require
negotiation of a new contract and may require additional NEPA review.
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-176: The methods for calculating transportation risks are discussed in
Appendix J of the NI PEIS. Following is a discussion of the methods
and approach used for these calculations.

The RADTRAN 5 (Neuhauser and Kanipe, 2000) computer code was
used for incident-free and accident risk assessments to estimate the
impacts on population.  RADTRAN 5 contains the mathematical
models needed to calculate the incident free and accident  risk of
transporting radioactive materials  For accident analysis, RADTRAN 5
calculates distinct probability-consequence products for multiple
exposure pathways for each accident severity category for all route
segments.  The RADTRAN 5 accident consequence assessment models
were used  to provide an estimate of the  potential impacts posed by
the maximum foreseeable (1 X 10-7 per year or once in 10 million year)
transportation accident.  As discussed in sections J.4 and J.6.1,
RADTRAN 5 also takes into account the risk of accidents with
frequencies that are less than 1 X 10-7 per year and this risk is included
in the NI PEIS risk analysis results.

2019-177: DOE notes the commentor’s interest in alternative energy sources,
although issues of research and development of alternative energy
sources are beyond the scope of this Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.  The
DOE missions to be addressed in this EIS, which include the
production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of
plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and development,
can currently only be met using nuclear reactor or accelerator
technologies.

2019-178: The schedule for the public hearings was determined in part by CEQ
guidelines for implementing NEPA that require that the hearings be held
no sooner than 15 days after release of the Draft NI PEIS.  DOE is
committed to providing the public with comprehensive environmental
reviews of its proposed actions in accordance with NEPA, and holding
public hearings is an essential and required part of the NEPA process.
In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE provided
opportunity for the public to comment on the scope of the NI PEIS
and the environmental impact analysis of DOE’s proposed alternatives.
DOE gave equal consideration to all comments.  In preparing the Final
NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments received from the public.
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Response to Commentor No. 2019

CEQ (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) and DOE (10 CFR Part 1021)
implementation regulations do not require inclusion of cost and
nonproliferation studies in an environmental impact statement.  The
basic purpose of the NI PEIS is to describe the alternatives under
consideration for implementation (Section 2.5 of Volume 1) and the
environmental impacts that would occur if these alternatives were
implemented (Chapter 4 of Volume 1).  Pursuant to CEQ regulations
(40 CFR 1505.1(e)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision
documents available to the public before a decision is made.  The
associated cost report and nonproliferation report were made available
to the public on August 24, 2000 and September 8,2000, respectively.
DOE mailed these documents to approximately 730 interested parties,
and these reports were made available immediately upon release on the
NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in  public reading rooms.

DOE has also provided summaries of the Cost Report
and Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in
Appendixes P and Q, respectively, in the Final NI PEIS.

As outlined in 40 CFR 1502.14 (e), an agency is not required to specify
a preferred alternative or alternatives in the Draft EIS if one does not
 exist, but must do so in the Final EIS.  Accordingly, DOE has identified
its preferred alternative in Volume 1, Section 2.8 of the Final NI PEIS.

2019-179:  DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford
Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

DOE also notes the commentor’s suggestion concerning radiation
research.

2019-180: DOE notes the commentor’s concern that the missions described in the
NI PEIS do not support restarting the FFTF.  Other than the missions
discussed in the NI PEIS, no alternate uses for FFTF are being
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

considered at this time.  None of the alternatives in the NI PEIS include
defense missions and would not contribute to future weapons production.
Any other use of FFTF beyond what is described and evaluated in the
Final NI PEIS would require additional NEPA assessment.

2019-181: See response to comment 2019/98.  With respect to previous
commitments to deactivate FFTF, a change to the Tri-Party Agreement
(TPA) removed the planned milestone for total deactivation of the
FFTF until its ultimate fate was assessed.  That proposed TPA
milestone change was the subject of previous public meetings.

2019-182: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford
Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless
of the alternative(s) selected.

Both government and commercial waste disposal sites are operated
within the Hanford Site.  These are permitted by the State of
Washington.

2019-183: See response to comment 2019/98.  DOE notes the commentor’s
concerns regarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.  Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activities
are high priority to DOE.  Hanford Site environmental restoration
activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement
(i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement
specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the
Hanford Site.

2019-184: FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River.  There are
no discharges to the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
discharges to groundwater.  As indicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3.3.1.4, 4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
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Response to Commentor No. 2019

groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

2019-185: In addition to the FFTF, other facilities within the United States
(i.e., those that are currently operating, could be brought on line, or that
could be constructed and operated) were assessed as reasonable
alternatives in the PEIS.

DOE could continue to purchase plutonium-238 from Russia to satisfy
its responsibility to supply NASA with the necessary fuel to support
future space exploration missions.  Under the current contract set to
expire in 2002, the United States is authorized to purchase up to
40 kilograms of plutonium-238, with the total available for purchase in any
one year limited to 10 kilograms.  However, DOE does not stockpile
large quantities of Russian plutonium-238 long in advance of needs due
to budget constraints and the additional processing required to remove
decay products that occur following extended storage of the material.
To date, DOE has purchased approximately 9 kilograms of
plutonium-238 under this contract.  Future purchases from Russia
would require the negotiation of a new contract with Russia.  DOE
recognizes that this is a viable option and has analyzed this option
under the No Action Alternative.

2019-186: The purchase of plutonium-238 from Russia is considered in the No
Action Alternative.  Options 4-6 of Alternative 2, Use Only Existing
Operational Facilities, considers the use of existing CLWRs to produce
plutonium-238.  It is not practical to produce medical or research
isotopes in a commercial reactor and at the same time efficiently manage
it for power production.

2019-187: The NI PEIS addresses the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options. Waste treatment, storage, and
disposal facilities for the wastes expected to be generated are identified
in Chapter 4 under the Waste Management sections of the NI PEIS.
Waste minimization programs at each of the proposed sites are also
addressed.  These programs will be implemented for the alternative
selected in the Record of Decision.  The waste generated from any of
the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated,
stored and disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

and in compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and
regulations and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca
Mountain, Nevada, would be the final disposal site for DOE’s high
level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel.  As directed by the
U.S. Congress through the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended,
Yucca Mountain is the only candidate site currently being characterized
as a potential geologic repository for high-level radioactive waste and
spent nuclear fuel.  DOE has prepared a separate EIS, “Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the
Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at
Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada” (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999),
which analyzes the environmental impacts from construction, operation
and monitoring, related transportation, and eventual closure of a potential
geological repository.

2019-188: DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilian use.”  The
purpose of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other
impacts to accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and
new DOE resources.  The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several
existing DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford
Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

2019-189: See response to comment 2019-98.



2-1801

C
hapter 2—

W
ritten C

om
m

ents and D
O

E
 R

esponses

Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

2019-190: DOE notes the commentor’s views and concern.  The United States
balance of payments in the world economy is not within the scope of
the NI PEIS.

2019-191: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford
Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert
or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless
of the alternative(s) selected.

Hanford tank waste issues are not within the scope of this PEIS, as
none of the alternatives considered would add to these waste volumes.

2019-192: NASA establishes the need and requirements for space missions and
undergoes a thorough NEPA evaluation for each launch.  Plutonium-238
sources are used only when required by the space mission or enhance
mission capabilities.

2019-193: DOE notes the commentor’s remarks concerning the public
involvement effort sponsored by the Oregon Office of Energy and for
the outcome of public opinion in the decisions to be made.

2019-194: DOE notes the commentor’s concern with FFTF waste. As identified in
Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF would generate
about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste (e.g., solid low
level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to nonhazardous wastes.
This would account for about 2,205 cubic meters of additional
radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year period of nuclear
infrastructure operations and is small in comparison to the waste
generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s policy that all
wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE
orders.
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions
for all alternatives and alternative options.  Waste minimization
programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These
programs will be implemented for the alternative selected in the Record
of Decision.

FFTF spent nuclear fuel is currently stored onsite safely  in 50 year
dry cask storage containers.

2019-195: The NI PEIS is adequate.  This NI PEIS has been prepared in
accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and
the related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts
1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively.  The
environmental impacts of  reasonable alternatives to fulfill the
requirements of the missions were disclosed and evaluated in the
NI PEIS.

The costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of proposed actions are
not required by NEPA and CEQ regulations to be included in a PEIS.
DOE prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to provide additional pertinent
information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an
informed decision with respect to the alternatives presented in the
NI PEIS.  Such ancillary documents need only be made available to the
public prior to any decision being made under CEQ regulations (40 CFR
Part 1505.1(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE mailed these documents to
more than 730 interested parties on August 24 and September 8, 2000,
respectively.  Both reports were made available immediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public
reading rooms.  DOE has also provided summaries of the Cost Report
and Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in
Appendixes P and Q, respectively, in the Final NI PEIS.

The purpose of this NI PEIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts
of reasonable alternatives to fulfill the requirements of the DOE
missions, which include the production of medical and industrial
isotopes, the production of plutonium-238 for NASA space missions,
and civilian nuclear energy research and development.  As evaluated
under Alternative 1 in this NI PEIS, FFTF would be restarted to
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Response to Commentor No. 2019

accomplish these nondefense-related missions.  All missions considered
in the NI PEIS are for civilian purposes.

2019-196: FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The accident analysis included a review of internal
events (e.g., equipment failures, human errors), external events
(e.g., airplane crashes, nearby explosions, fires), natural phenomena
(e.g., floods, tornadoes, earthquakes), common-cause events, and
sabotage and terrorist activities.  The environmental analysis showed that
radiological and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF
would be small.

2019-197: The purpose of the NI PEIS is not to subsidize the nuclear industry.
Rather, DOE is proposing a nuclear infrastructure enhancement for the
purposes of addressing three primary needs:

1) to support the increased domestic production of isotopes for
medical, research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of
experts in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy
Research Advisory Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by
re-establishing a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel
source that is required for deep space missions and for which the U.S.
has no long-term, assured supply; and

3) to support civilian nuclear energy research and development in order
to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable
component of the United States’ energy portfolio.

2019-198: DOE notes the commentor’s concern regarding the funding for cleanups.
Use of any of these facilities for the stated missions would not impact
the schedule or available funding for existing cleanup activities.

2019-199: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns.  This NI PEIS has been
prepared in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321
et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations
(40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively.
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

DOE evaluated each environmental resource area in a consistent,
unbiased manner across all the alternatives to allow a fair comparison
among the various alternatives.  DOE policy encourages effective public
participation in its decisionmaking process.  In compliance with NEPA
and CEQ regulations, DOE provided opportunity to the public to
comment on the scope of the NI PEIS and the environmental impact
analysis of DOE’s proposed alternatives.  DOE gave equal
consideration to all comments.  In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE
carefully considered comments received from the public.

2019-200: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford
Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to new waste generation. As
identified in Section 4.3.1.1.13 of the NI PEIS, the restart of FFTF
would generate about 63 cubic meters of additional radioactive waste
(e.g., solid low-level radioactive waste) annually, in addition to
nonhazardous wastes.  This would account for about 2,205 cubic
meters of additional radioactive waste to be generated over the 35-year
period of nuclear infrastructure operations and is small in comparison
to the waste generated by current Hanford activities.  It is DOE’s
policy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in
a safe and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with
all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable
DOE orders.

2019-201: The purpose of the NI PEIS is to evaluate the potential environmental
impacts associated with the enhancement of DOE’s nuclear
infrastructure to fulfill three missions.  Under the authority of the
Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for ensuring the availability of
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Response to Commentor No. 2019

isotopes for medical, industrial, and research applications; meeting the
nuclear material needs of other Federal agencies (i.e., NASA); and
undertaking research and development activities related to development
of nuclear power for civilian use.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during
the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for
therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic
applications.  These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by
NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective
advice regarding the future form of its isotope research and production
activities.  DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning
tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the
period since the initial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of
medical isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE’s charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for
maintaining the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms
(19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support
future NASA space missions.  Based on NASA guidance to DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory
will be exhausted by approximately 2005.  Under the No Action
Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet
the space mission needs for the 35-year evaluation period considered in
the NI PEIS.  However, DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond
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Commentor No. 2019:  Mary Lou Blazek (Cont’d)
Oregon Office of Energy

Response to Commentor No. 2019

what is currently available to the United States through the existing
contract would likely require negotiation of a new contract and may
require additional NEPA review.

It is current U.S. policy that clean, safe, reliable nuclear power continue
as a viable component of the United States’ energy portfolio.  In
recognition of this need, the U.S. has initiated nuclear energy research
and development programs to address potential long-term barriers to
expanded use of nuclear power (e.g., nuclear waste, proliferation, safety,
and economics) and to ensure that current nuclear power plants can
continue to deliver adequate and affordable energy supplies.  An
enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructure is required to support
such nuclear energy research and development for civilian applications.

2019-202: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns about the inclusion of cost in the
NI PEIS and analysis of alternatives in the decisionmaking process. The
costs of proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ
regulations to be included in a PEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost
Report to provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of
Energy so that he may make an informed decision with respect to the
alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.  Such an ancillary document need
only be made available to the public prior to any decision being made
under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(e)).  Nevertheless, DOE
mailed this document to about 730 interested parties on
August 24, 2000.  The report was made available immediately upon
release on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public
reading rooms.  DOE has also provided a summary of the Cost Report
in Appendix P in the Final NI PEIS.

In accordance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, this NI PEIS analyzes
a range of reasonable alternatives for accomplishing the DOE missions
which include the production of medical and industrial isotopes, the
production of plutonium-238 for NASA space missions, and civilian
nuclear energy research and development.

2019-203: The PEIS includes a detailed examination the socioeconomic impacts of
the Region of Influence, which is the area in which 90 percent of the
Hanford workers live, to determine the impacts on population, housing,
and public services.  For Hanford, the Region of Influence is defined as
Benton and Franklin counties.  It also includes a broader examination of
the Regional Economic Area, defined as those counties that will be
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economically impacted by actions at the Hanford site.  The Regional
Economic Area is comprised of Adams, Benton, Chelan, Douglas,
Franklin, Grant, Kittitas, Okanogan, and Yakima counties.  See
Appendix G for an in-depth discussion of the impact assessment
method.

2019-204: The fabrication and processing of the target materials were considered
in the development of the risks associated with each of the alternatives.
Fabrication and processing activities were analyzed for several different
facilities, including Fuels and Materials Examination Facility (FMEF),
Fluorinel Dissolution  Process Facility (FDPF), Radiochemical
Engineering Development Center (REDC), Radiochemical Processing
Laboratory  (RPL), and a generic processing facility.  In all cases the
processing (versus fabrication) of the irradiated targets is the dominant
contributor to both worker and population health impacts.  The
fabrication of unirradiated targets results in essentially no radiological
consequences.  The health impacts from processing the irradiated
targets are included in the information provided for each alternative
where needed.  For example Section 4.3.1.1.9 includes information on
the health impacts from normal operation for both REDC and RPL;
Section 4.3.2.1.9 for FDPF and RPL, Section 4.3.3.1.9 for FMEF, and
Section 4.5.1.1.9 for a generic support (processing) facility.  Similar
information is provided for a processing facility for each of the options
in alternatives 2, 3, and 4.  (Processing of targets does not occur in
Alternatives 1 and 5.)

2019-205: The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision.  The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE
orders.  The action to be addressed in this NI PEIS, which include the
production of medical and industrial isotopes, the production of
plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy research and development,
can currently only be met using nuclear reactor or accelerator
technologies.
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2019-206: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford.  Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE.  Hanford
Site environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy).  This agreement specifies milestones and
schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.  DOE is fully
committed to honoring this agreement.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.

FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.  Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected to result from implementation of Alternative 1,
including  normal operations and a spectrum of accidents that included
severe accidents.  The environmental analysis showed that radiological
and nonradiological risks associated with restarting FFTF would be small.

2019-207: See response to comment 2019-126.  As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of
the alternative(s) selected.

2019-208: Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is
proposing this enhancement for the purposes of addressing three
primary needs:

1) to support the increased domestic production of isotopes for medical,
research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of experts
in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by
re-establishing a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel
source that is required for deep space missions and for which the U.S.
has no long-term, assured supply; and
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3) to support civilian nuclear energy research and development in order
to maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as a viable
component of the United States’ energy portfolio.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trends in the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act.  In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC.  In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during
the next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for
therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic
applications.  These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by
NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective
advice regarding the future form of its isotope research and production
activities.  DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning
tool for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear
facility infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements.  In the
period since the initial estimates were made, the actual rate of growth of
medical isotope use is consistent with the Expert Panel findings.
Section 1.2.1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE’s role in fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

Through a Memorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use.  In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE’s charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for
maintaining the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support these missions.  There are approximately 9 kilograms
(19.8 pounds) of plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to
support future NASA space missions. Based on NASA guidance to DOE
on the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory
will be exhausted by approximately 2005.  Under the No Action
Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet
the space mission needs for the 35-year evaluation period considered in
the NI PEIS.  However, DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond
what is currently available to the United States through the existing
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contract would likely require negotiation of a new contract and may
require additional NEPA review.

It is current U.S. policy that clean, safe, reliable nuclear power continue
as a viable component of the United States’ energy portfolio.  In
recognition of this need, the U.S. has initiated nuclear energy research
and development programs to address potential long-term barriers to
expanded use of nuclear power (e.g., nuclear waste, proliferation, safety,
and economics) and to ensure that current nuclear power plants can
continue to deliver adequate and affordable energy supplies.  An
enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructure is required to support
such nuclear energy research and development for civilian applications.

2019-209: Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is
proposing this enhancement for the purposes of addressing three
primary needs:

1) to support the increased domestic production of isotopes for medical,
research, and industrial uses, as initially identified by a panel of experts
in the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee;

2) to support future NASA space exploration missions by re-
establishing a domestic capability to produce plutonium-238, a fuel
source that is required for deep space missions and for which the U.S.
has no long-term, assured supply; and

3) to support civilian nuclear energy research and development.

It is current U.S. policy that clean, safe, reliable nuclear power continue
as a viable component of the United States’ energy portfolio.  In
recognition of this need, the U.S. has initiated nuclear energy research
and development programs to address potential long-term barriers to
expanded use of nuclear power (e.g., nuclear waste, proliferation, safety,
and economics) and to ensure that current nuclear power plants can
continue to deliver adequate and affordable energy supplies.  An
enhanced DOE nuclear facility infrastructure is required to support
such nuclear energy research and development for civilian applications.

2019-210: The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed action for
all alternatives and alternative options. Waste treatment, storage, and
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disposal facilities for the wastes expected to be generated are identified
in Chapter 4 under the Waste Management sections of the NI PEIS.
The cumulative impact tables for waste management in Section 4.8 of
the NI PEIS have been revised to include the individual site’s storage,
treatment and disposal capacities for comparison.  Waste minimization
programs at each of the proposed sites are also addressed.  These
programs will be implemented for the alternative selected in the Record
of Decision.  The waste generated from any of the proposed
alternatives in the NI PEIS will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and
disposed) in a safe and environmentally protective manner and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations
and applicable DOE orders.

The NI PEIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca
Mountain, Nevada, would be the final disposal site for DOE’s high
level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel.  As directed by the U.S.
Congress through the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, Yucca
Mountain is the only candidate site currently being characterized as a
potential geologic repository for high-level radioactive waste and spent
nuclear fuel.  DOE has prepared a separate EIS, “Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent
Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain,
Nye County, Nevada” (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes
the environmental impacts from construction, operation and monitoring
related transportation, and eventual closure of a potential geological
repository.

2019-211: DOE notes the commentor’s opinions and concern for funding of the
Hanford cleanup. The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup
through the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management (EM), and the FFTF through the Office of Nuclear
Energy, Science and Technology (NE).  The nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1 would also be funded by
NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford cleanup activities. As
stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the nuclear infrastructure
alternatives would not divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated
for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the alternative(s) selected.
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